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INTRODUCTION ANO SUMMARY 
This report presents an evaluation of the Park Forest Integration 
Maintenance Program. The report was conducted at the request of the 
Village Board of Trustees to aid ther1 in evaluating and directing future 
policy regarding the Program. This report is not seen as a public rela-
tions document but as a working document for the Board and Village staff. 
As such it assumes a working knowledge of terms such as integration 
maintenance and affirmative marketing as well as knowledge of the.basic· 
history of the Program. This is not to say that there is no statement 
by the researchers of what they understand to be the history of the 
Program -- such a statement is an essential part of our evaluation. But 
there is no perfunctory historic overview of the Program such as is 
usually found at the outset of a public document. Our history is pre-
sented as part of the legal evaluation of the Program in Chapter II 
and is given as a "statement of known facts" upon which the legal evalua-
tion of the Program will be based. 
Chapter I presents a comparative analysis of the Park Forest Inte-
. grat ion Maintenance Program with similar programs from around the country. 
This chapte·r places the Park forest Program in perspective by comparing 
both municipal and program characteristics. The chapter reveals that 
municipal integration maintenance programs are very new and still very 
rare and very individualistic, yet the Park Forest Program stands out as 
unique i.n size, number of activities and implementation strategy. 
Chapter II, as indicated above, presents a legal evaluation of the 
Park Forest Integration Maintenance Program. Along with "the statement 
of relevant facts" about the 'Program, this chapter presents a history of 
.the ways integration maintenance programs and activities can be, and 
i 
~- ------ --- ---------- ---------
have been challenged in courts of law. The chapter then evaluates how 
the relevant facts regarding the Park Forest Program stand up to the various 
legal challenges, as well as the implications of recent court decisions on 
affirmative marketing and quotas for future actions that the Village might 
consider as part of its Integration Maintenance Program. 
Chapter III evaluates the comments of 23 key informants. These key 
informants represent various interests and views in the community regarding 
integration maintenance--some supportive, some neutral, some antagonistic. 
All the key informants are considered representative of some constituency 
or institution in the community so that their combined opinion is important 
to assess the success and failure, visibility and acceptability of the In-
tegration Maintenance Program. 
Chapter IV presents the results of two primary surveys of Village re-
sidents conducted over the telephone as part of this evaluation. One survey 
interviewed new residents in the community, the other long-term residents. 
The goals of the New Resident Survey was intended to profile the socioeconomic 
and demographic characteristics of recent buyers and renters, the location 
and size of the housing market that new residents considered when choosing 
Park Forest, and the role integration maintenance activities had on their 
choice of Park Forest. The long-term Resident Survey a 1 so describes the 
socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of respondents, as well as 
their attitudes and perceptions of the community-, interracial trends, and 
Integration Maintenance Program goals and activities. 
Other secondary data on the functioning of the Park Forest Inte-
gration Maintenance Program, racial breakdowns for school districts in the 
Chicago metropolitan a'rea and 1980 census figures were assembled and used to 
complete the various evaluations found throughout the four chapters of this 
report. There is also a second volume to this report entitled Integration 
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Maintenance Program Evaluation: Survey Responses, which presents fre-
quency counts of respondent answers to the two primary surveys of Park 
Forest residents. 
In order to summarize what has become a lengthy report, key findings 
are presented in the following section along with notes on where the de-
tailed evaluations can be found. The summary section is followed by a list 
of major recommendations resulting from the evaluation. Finally, in order 
to further shorten the report, key phrases such as the Integration Main-
tenance Program and South Suburban Housing Center will be shortened to the 
IM Program and SSHC. 
Summary 
This summary is a cbmposite of the most important findings found through-
out the report. S.ome of these summary findings just highlight what was 
found in the chapters; others answer questions posed by the Board at the 
outset of our investigation; and still others address common beliefs about 
the Village and the IM Program as related by key informants· or respondents 
to the resident surveys. 
1. Would Park Forest Have the Racial Mix It Has Today if There Had Been 
No IM Program? 
Compared to other IM programs nationwide, Park Forest had a moderate 
but significant increase in minorities from 1970 to 1980 (Chapter I, Table 
1). Compared to racial change in other South Suburban communities over the 
decade, Park Forest was average. Some coITTTiunities experienced almost total 
racial transitions, others only experienced their first in-migration of 
minority households over the decade. We found it was impossible to determine 
what effect the Park Forest IM Program had on racial change for two reasons. 
First, there are too many variables beyond the control of any village that 
i i i 
can affect racial change, e.g., how national and regional economic trends 
affect minority and white buyer demand in the local subregion. Second, and 
more important, the question is not applicable. There is nothing in the IM 
.Program as defined and administered by Park Forest or the SSHC that proports 
to control rates of racial change. The Program only proports to keep housing 
markets open to all seekers, to stop panics, and to encourage, through voluntary 
affirmative marketing, purchase or rental by persons of a race that is under-
represented in a sub-area. Since there are no goals or quotas it is impossible 
to say whether the rate of change that did occur should be considered good or 
bad, fast or slow. What we did find, however, is that the change that has 
occured happened smoothly, without panic and without c 1 usJeri ng of races 
(with a minor exception to be discussed below). Those residents interviewed 
are, for the most part, very tolerant and somewhat blase about racial inte-
gration. We feel the IM Program can be credited at least in part for this. 
Park Forest has the reputation of being an open and friendly community and 
this is attracting white and minority families who want to live in a stable 
integrated setting. 
2 .. Would Park Forest Have More Racial Clustering Without the IM Program? 
Based on our observation of other interracial communities in the south 
suburbs, in Metropolitan Chicago and municipalities with IM programs 
nationally (C,hapter 1 ), 'Park Forest is one of the most physically integrated 
municipalities in the country: Many interracial communities, if not the 
typical interracial community, appears to be integrated based on overall 
racial proportion, but is, in fact, composed of several subareas pre-
dominated by one race. Based on 1980 census figures just released, there 
iv 
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is only one small subarea of Park Forest that is approaching the dimensions 
of a minority enclave, otherwise all subareas and housing types bare a 
racial mix similar to the overall racial mix of the Village. The one area 
is the Arbor Trail'. renta 1 comp 1 ex .. This area represents only 3.6 per-
cent of the total Village population, but 52.7 percent of this subarea 
population is minority. This small area does warrant additional attention 
by the Village Board and IM staff. Because these are rental units, and 
often federally subsidized rental units, it will mean coordinating affirma-
tive marketing activities with the manager and federa,l sponsars. 
Our experience with residential racial change patterns tells us that 
far more racial clustering would have occured in .Park Forest without the 
IM Program. Institutional and self steering have been too pervasive over 
the past decade for the distribution of races that exist today to have 
occared randomly (see statement of facts, Chapter II). Par this reason 
alone, we feel the Park Forest IM Program warrants pr11ise and ,retention. 
3. Row Socially Integrated is Park Forest? 
Several key informants criticized the IM Program for failing to 
produce ·Significant amwunts of social integration among residents of Park 
Forest to date (see Chapter III). These criticisms are not based on re-
sident surveys or comparative analyses with other communities but upon 
empirical observations bythe informants. In commenting on this, we too 
must rely on empirical observation, but perhaps with some perspective, 
having studied interracial social ·patterns in other municipalities and 
center city neighborhoods. Stable social integration, especially when 
it involves breaking down both racial and .socioeconomic barriers, is 
far more difficult, and takes much more time to achieve than integration 
defined by the stable physical proximity of diverse racial groups. It may 
v 
well be that interracial friendship patterns are ~low in fanning in Park 
~crest, but there is no evidence that this is more or less of a problem 
than found in other interracial communities. There are also several factors 
which make interracial friendship patterns more difficult at this stage in 
the Village's interracial evolution. In interracial corrmunities where we 
found a sizable proportion of the residents (20-30 percent) claiming close 
interracial friendships, there had ():en a sizable minority population 
(3-5 percent) for 15 to 20 years. Park Forest has only had a minority 
population of 3-5 percent for eight to ten years. At best,40 percent of 
Park Forest's current minority residents have lived in the community for 
less than four years. Second, Park Forest residents will probably have a 
more difficult time forming interracial friendsQips because they often have 
to overcome socioeconomic "class" differences as well. Stable socioeconomic 
integration has traditionally been more difficult to achieve within a racial 
group than racial integration within a socioeconomic group. Most suburbs 
have socioeconomic homogeneity. That is, they provide one housing type 
and one life style model for one income group. We expect Park Forest, with 
its mix of single family owner occupancy, cooperative ownership and rental 
housing types, and fairly wide income range for a suburb, to experience 
more difficulty achieving a high percentage of interracial/inter-economic 
group/inter-age group friendships. We feel the Village is now entering the 
stage in its evolution where the IM Program activities might turn inward 
and address the community social integration needs. The more regional IM 
Program activities can be left to the SSHC. 
vi 
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4. Are Recent Movers to Park Forest Older and More Likely to Possess 
Working Class Characteristics? 
This is another fairly wide spread belief among key informants and 
longer-term residents (see ChaP,ter III and IV). Our New Resident Survey 
of Park Forest contained a far smaller sample than we would like (Chapter 
IV). Nevertheless, we are confident it is a random sample and therefore 
should be representative of recent entrants. We found the new residents 
have a higher socioeconomic status on average than the longer-term re-
sidents. TheY are·also younger and therefore have a slightly lower income 
than the long-term residents on average. Nevertheless •. their 1eve1 of 
educational attainment and occupational status are slightly highe~ then 
the long-term residents suggesting upward mobility as the new residents age. 
5. Should the IM Program be Active Outside the Political Boundaries 
of Park Forest? 
Our response to this question is an emphatic "yes". There are five 
reasons for our response. a) Several relevant institutions (in particular, 
schools) that help define the Park Forest housing market, ov.erlap surround-
ing political boundaries. Our research shows that school district boundaries 
are often more important thar political boundaries in defining housing 
markets. This appears to be true for Park Forest (Chapters III and IV). 
Park Forest has more school districts overlapping other muni ci pa 1 boundaries 
than any other IM Program in our national sample (Chapter 1). b) Most of 
the housing service industry (banks, savings and loans, and real estate 
brokers) active in Park Forest does not limit its activities to Park 
Forest; in fact, most of it is not even located in Park Forest. The Village 
cannot hope to influence integration patterns without cooperation from, and 
auditing of, this industry. c) The majority of recent movers to Park 
Forest considered and looked at housing throughout surrounding south suburban 
vii 
villages (Chapter IV). Park Forest cannot expect to satisfy all the demand 
for open housing in the south suburbs .. It can only survive as an inter-
racial community if the entire market area is opened up to all races. d) 
Court decisions provide solid support for extraterritorial actions on the 
part of municipal IM Programs (Chapter II). The courts recognize that 
housing markets transcend political boundaries. Action by a village to 
combat unlawful steering can be legally conducted anywhere in the housing 
market. e) Extraterritorial actions are not only consistent with, and pro-
tected by the Fair Housing Act, they may be mandated by the Act. If a 
municipality is going to have an affirmative action program that discour-
ages households from moving into an area of the municipality where they 
are overrepresented, the municipality may be required to do everything it 
can to assure other interracial housing opportunities are available in 
neighborhoods of surrounding municipalities (Chapter II). 
6. National Comparjson of IM Programs (Chapter l) 
a. There are very few municipal IM Programs nationally.. Between 20 
and 25 are currently active. There are only two or three programs 
older than Park Forest's. 
b. Park Forest's IM Program is among the two or three largest pro-
grams in budget size and number of activities. 
c. Park Forest is unique in how it implements and funds it's IM 
activities. Most programs use their own municipal staff to com-
plete their activities and rely exclusively on municipal and/or 
CDBG funds to finance the activities. Park Forest contracts out 
six times as many activities as other IM Programs (mostly to the 
SSHC) and claims the highest leveraging of grants and donations from 
other local political and service districts. 
viii 
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This uniqueness in the Park Forest Program is, we feel, warranted. The 
long range success of Park Forest's IM Program is highly dependent on the 
success of stable racial integration throughout the south suburbs. In-
creasingly, the regional image of the south suburbs is becoming more 
important to long-term stabl~ racial integration than the image of any one 
of the 36 villages. The importance of the regional market image may be more 
relevant in Park Forest's case than almost any other IM program in our 
national sample. Therefore, it is in the Village's interest to divest 
itself of its own very visible IM activities and invest in a strong and 
.;-
very vi.sible South Suburban Housing Center. 
7. Is Confidence in Park Forest Eroding? 
This study did not allow time or money for a sophisticated analysis 
of the Park Forest economy. However, the key ·informant (Chapter III) and 
resident interviews (Chapter IV) did uncover a strong belief on the part 
of residents that the economy is faltering. Whether it is true or not 
it is believed and can; therefore, become a self fulfilling prophecy. The 
single most important attraction of home buyers to Park Forest has been, 
and continues to be, that the housing is affordable. Among all the afford-
able housing available, the housing in Park Forest is considered to be of 
better quality by buyers (Chapter IV). This, accompanied by high quality 
community services has kept demand high for Park Forest homes. Now there 
is concern that real estate values in the Village are not keeping up with 
surrounding villages, that school quality is declining, that new residents 
do not meet the high socioeconomic status of long-term residents, and, most 
of all, that the viability of the shopping plaza is declining.· These con-
cerns are greater among an element of the long-term residents than among 
very many new residents (Chapter IV, Table 12). 
ix 
The decline of the Plaza is of the greatest concern to residents, and 
seems to some to be the most dire indicator of general economic decline 
(Chapter III and Chapter IV, Table 9). While these economic problems indicate 
a clear shift from the most important problems indicated by residents in the 
.1974 Jaffe study, we must emphasize that most residents, and particularly most 
of the newest residents, are quite happy with, and confident in, Park Forest. 
As we indicated above, the Village appears to be attracting new residents 
who retain the high socioeconomic status the Village has known in the past, 
despite what some residents believe. We only wish the resident samples had 
been larger. 
8. Overall Legality of Park Forest's IM Activities 
It is our evaluation that the Park Forest IM Program was enacted to 
serve the national goal of open housing. IM related actions taken since 
then demonstrate beyond all doubt that the Village's support of stable in-
tegrated living is genuine. Furthermore, Park Forest's IM.activities have 
not resulted in racial steering within the meaning of the Fair Housing 
Act (Chapter II). 
9. A Lack of Knowledge About the Program and Confusion and Bitterness 
Surrounding the Program Title. 
One of the most important findings of this study is that only about 
half of the Park Forest residents know an IM Program even exists.. Far 
fewer understand what integration maintenance means or how the Program 
operates (Chapters III and IV, Table 11). This also seems to be true of 
many members of the housing service industry. Central to everyone's 
confusion may be the title "integration maintenance". There are those who. 
argue that stable racial integration has not yet been achieved in the Village, 
x 
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The Village may not yet have its fair share of m"inorities, and social 
integration of minority and white residents is not yet widespread. So 
they may feel they have a right to wonder what is meant by integration 
maintenance--the title seems at best somewhat premature. 
There are others, admittedly strong antagonists of the Program, who 
fee 1 the word "maintenance" was very carefully and de 1 i berately chosen; 
that it represents a "flag" to signal the white community that a program 
exists which is designed to deter further black entry into the corrmunity 
while attracting new white buyers. Thus, they feel the term integration 
maintenance is an afront to minority communities. They see the IM Program 
as a sham and a thin facade for a new and more subtle form of racial 
segregation that allows only limited minority acc~ss to an otherwise white 
corrmunity. On its face, they feel the Program espouses liberal rhetoric 
about "making integration work", while in fact it is saying we can and- will 
tolerate only so many minority residents. 
There is' no doubt that an IM program could be used to keep minorities 
out. There may well be those in Park Forest who see the IM Program as a 
means of achieving just that end. However·, our evaluation does not find 
this to be true of those in charge of directing and staffing the Program, 
or the vast majority of residents who know of and understand the Program. 
Nor do we feel the courts would ever feel this way. As practiced in Park 
Forest, integration maintenance seeks to achieve what the courts have come 
to define as an important goal of American society, stable integrated 
corrmunities and a unitary and open housing market. Nevertheless, many Park 
Forest residents do not understand this to be the goal. We feel the Program's 
antagonists are at least right in that the term can be misinterpreted in 
a community still struggling to define and achieve ·stable racial integration. 
xi 
Recommendations 
The following are the recommendations from our~valuation of 
the Park Forest Integration Maintenance Program. 
• The Program serves a worthwhile purpose and should be retained. 
1 Continue to shift the regional IM activities to the SSHC. Work to get 
more involvement and financial support of regional activities from other 
South Suburban villages. 
1 In our opinion Park Forest has not used IM Program activities for the 
purpose of exclusion, but for the purpose of long range stable inte-
gration. Nevertheless, a program such as this will always be open to 
the accusation of serving exclusionary ends. The best way to minimize 
this accusation is to stress regional open marketing activities, elim1nate 
racial steering by brokers, and stress, as well as achieve, social inte-
gration within the community. It also means minimizing all forms of 
counter-steering or the use of quotas and tipping point standards. Benign 
steering techniques will always be subject to different interpretation and 
just add another among many constraints already placed upon minority 
households in search for better housing. 
1 Inform Park Forest residents about the Program. Get more resident input 
on Program priorities. A public relations effort to build .confidence in 
Park Forest among local residents may be warranted. ~ 
1 Park Forest is entering a new stage of integrated living. When minority 
residents make up more than a token number, stable co-habitation in the 
co1TJT1unity is no longer eno~gh. This is now happening in Park Forest. Some 
white dominated institutions that have been silent or even accept'ing of 
minority integration so long as it was token may now see minorities as a 
challenge to their dominance. How they react is critical. One result 
may be a duplication of institutions; separate, and we hope, ·equal. How-
ever, if this is the solution we do not feel Park Forest. will be able to 
lay claim to being a truly integrated community, and such a solution 
ultimately may result in a new round of white out-migration. The Village 
IM Program now needs· to work on internal social integration of its many 
institutions from churches to clubs, from elected boards to voluntary civic 
organizations. True stable integration means minority and wh.i1ie accomodation 
at all levels of community life. 
1 Other IM programs have ·far more informal social contacts with the real 
estate industry on a daily basis. Regular informal relations by both 
the' Board members and Ftaff are needed. An ultimate goal of the Program 
is for the real estate industry to become a full supportive. partner in 
IM. Even if brokers will not become proponents of the Program over the 
short run this effort must be inititated. A short·range benefit is that 
some misconceptions, ill~will, and suspicion between the industry and the 
Village ca.n be eliminated. 
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1 Eliminating racial steering by real estate agents is one of the most 
effective ways to acM eve permanent stable racia 1 integration. Efforts 
to win over some real estate brokers to the goals of a unitary housing 
market using the meqns suggested above will not work. These brokers must 
be audited and prosecuted to the letter of the law. Toward that end, the 
Village and the SSHC must develop a pervasive institutional committment to 
fight their actions. Token law suits using someone else's lawyer will not 
suffice. These brokers must know they will be held accountable. The body 
of law in this area is complex and growing. It requires a full-time legal 
specialist. The Village and SSHC need to develop a fund and find a lawyer 
knowledgeable in, or willing to commit him/herself to this area. 
• To protect your own actions from counter-suits, the Village and the SSHC 
need to develop a clear, precise and common standard for determining when 
an area is overrepresented in persons of a specific race and affirmative 
marketing activities art! required.· . 
•A committment in resources is also needed to collect current' and accurate 
data on racial composition of areas 'to be used to determine under- .or-
overrepresentation of one race. 
• Change the title of the Program. 
• If funds are scarce and priorities need to be made, continue to support 
regional aspects of the Program. If only one new project can be funded 
internally it probably should involve the Plaza. It seems to be an 
important symbol. A strong and successful Plaza, wheth'er for commercial 
or some other use would also benefit long range stable integration. 
1 In the long run small and fragmented municipal efforts at IM activities 
as well as other government decisions that spill over political boundaries 
are futile. Park Forest must not only work for regional open housing but 
appropriate regional or metropolitan-wide government as well. Int.egrated 
suburbs and central cities may have to ultimately join in a coalition to 
achieve a true unitary housing. market on a metropolitan-wide basis. 
xii; 
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I. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF INTEGRATION MAINTENANCE PROGRAMS 
A comparative analysis of similar suburban municipali.ties with in-
tegration maintenance programs from across the country was designed in 
order to gain perspective on Park Forest's IM Program activities. In 
order to assure that this ronparative analysis was· between Park Forest 
and similar municipalities, we limited our search to existing IM programs 
in suburban locations of larger metropolitan areas. From this group we 
selected municipalities with population size, housing value, housing 
type, housing tenure and current racial composition that was as similar 
to Park Forest as possible. We immediately found th!l.t there are-less: 
than 25 suburban municipalities with IM programs. From this universe we 
identified 16 programs in communities that were "reasonably" compara.ble 
to Park Forest in population and housing characteristics. All 16 programs 
are located in midwestern or north eastern states. No comparable program 
was found in the South or west of Missouri. Suburban IM programs are 
clearly unique and very recent. There are only three suburban municipal 
IM programs that are as old or older than the Park Forest program. 
A survey instrument was designed (see Appendix) in September of 1980. 
Twelve of the 16 IM program directors chosen for the study were given the 
questionnaire at the annual Exchange Congress of IM programs held in Oak 
Park, Illinois, in October of 1980. The remai.ning four were mailed the 
qµestionnaire with an explanatory cover letter (see Appendix). Ten 
questionnaires were re tu rn.ed after numerous fo 11 ow-up phone ca 11 s and 
a follow-up mailing of the questionnaire. There were three types of 
nonrespondents. One director felt his program was too new and thus most 
of our questions did not apply -- this also turned out to be true for 
1 
one of the ten respondents. Three program di rectors refused to respond 
clai.ming they were too busy. One of these programs is amo.ng the oldest 
and most active programs and is currently involv~d in a major IM law suit. 
Its absence from the study is unfortunate but understandable. __)"he final 
two nonrespondents were from older but apparently inactive programs. No 
contact was made with these program directors despite numerous phone calls 
and two mailings of the questionnaire. 
Before beginning the analysis, two points are warranted which are 
pertinent to the conclusions we have drawn and any separate conclusions 
the reader might draw. First, no statistical significance can be assigned 
to the differences found between these IM programs. They are just too few 
in number and, despite all our efforts to compare simila.r programs, in-
tegration maintenance is too new and unique a concept, with no standard-
ized activities, implementing and funding procedures. Sec.and, even 
though many of the questions deal with objective facts, the respondents 
did not possess equally reliable data. Some statistics are the "best 
guess" on the part of a program director. Good examples of this are the 
estimates on current racial distributions within the municipalities or 
school districts. At times these "guesses" may reflect what the di rector 
"hopes" exists or what is publicly expedient, rather than objective empiri-
cal observation. 
Table I-1 presents some basic population and housing demographics 
for the ten respondents. All of the tables in this chapter will employ 
this format, listing the nine respondent municipalities from .around the 
country first, then Park Forest, followed by the average for all ten 
respondents. Park Forest is very near the average in population and 
·medium income of responding IM municipalities. As we had expected, Park 
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Forest is more of a "bedroom" suburb than most IM municipalities with only 
10 percent of the population locally employed. One issue of interest to the 
trustees was how other IM program directors perceived their housing market 
areas. Column 3 of Table I-1 shows that the average IM director sees his 
local municipality as only 13.4 percent of the total market area population 
within which buyers seek comparable housing. However, this average hides a 
wide range of answers; staff from two municipalities did not answer, and 
presumably did not know their housing market area, and two felt their 
municipality constituted the majority of their market area (i.e. there was 
no comparable housing markets in their subregion). The Park Forest respondent 
was Mr. DeMarco; his market area estimate places Park Forest among those IM 
municipalities with the largest market areas. The two directors who esti-
mated that their municipality constituted a majority of the total area may 
be legitimate exceptions .. In the one case we know well, the municipality 
contains many high priced historic homes and iS an old "inner city" suburb. 
Its neighbors for several miles on one side are far lower priced and all 
black center .city neighborhoods. With only one exception, all the surround-
ing suburban municipalities contain modes priced homes and/or are openly 
and actively co111Tiitted to. remaining all white. 
p 
The last three columns of Table I-1 show that Park Forest has among 
the highest percentage white population and has experienced one of the 
lowest rates of racial change over the last ten years. Of course a great 
deal depends on the accuracy of estimates reported. Park Forest's figures 
include estimates from the 1980 Census, data not available for other 
municipalities. Figures for all other programs are the respective IM 
director's best estimate. 
Table I-2 presents housing stock characteristics. Park Forest ·is near 
the average in total housing units, average number of persons ,per. .. unit, 
3 
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percent rental subsidies and housing price range. The low percent in 
single family units among total owner occupied units9 and the high per-
centage of rental units reflect Park Forest's origins as a planned com-
munity that provides rantal and cooperative ownership alternatives in a 
suburban setting. Stated another way, Park Forest has of all IM program 
aimmunities the smallest percentage of single family owner occupied housing 
stock percent. Park Forest has only 38 percent such units while the average 
IM ~unicipality has 64 percent such units. This can have varied effects on 
the long range potential for Park Forest remaining a stable racially in-
tegrated coTI111unity. On one hand, the great variety of housing in Park 
Forest may attract a wider variety of residents. Rentals and cooperative 
purchases require less of an initial financial commitment on the part of 
new households and could allow white and minority households the opportunity 
to experience life in the community before making a more substantial 
financial coTI111itment. On the other hand, the coope~rative and rental _housing 
could become disproportionately attractive to one racial group and a 
·higher proportion of low income households. Higher turnover in this housing 
could_ also accelerate deterioration of the housing stock and decrease the 
number of residents with a strong commitment to interracial living or the 
IM program. It is clear that Park Forest has a more complex housing market 
to monitor than most communities, and probably does compete for 'a b_roader 
spectrum of new residents than most suburban municipalities, whether they 
have an IM program or not. 
Table I-3 presents school district characteristics. School districts 
are often selling points for new housing buyers and are used as "barometers" 
of racial change by real estate investors. The school district picture in 
Park Forest compounds the planning problems asso.ciated with its IM program. 
·Most IM municipalities share their boundaries with a single elementary 
and single high school district. Park Forest shares four· elementary and 
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/ 
two high school districts with other muni ci P.a l iti es which have different 
racial make-ups and different commitments to interracial .living .. The 
total sample averages for Columns 5 and 6 of Table I-3 show that the per-
cent minority children in the schools is greater than the percent minority 
in the municipality. This phenomena is common to all the IM municipalities. 
The actual percent minority in Park Forest's school districts is still 
below the average for all the IM programs studies (Columns 3 and 4 Table 
I-3). However, Park Forest has clearly the greatest disparity between the 
percentage of minority elementary school children and minority in the muni-
.cipal population. The great disparity between municipal percent minority 
and school district percent minority could become a factor in the stable 
integration of the municipality in the near future, if it has not already. 
Regional real estate, banking and other private market institutions which 
are highly influential in "selling" Park Forest to potential buyers may 
choose to use school district statistics to depict the entire area and the 
disparity in municipal and school district minority percentages to depict 
rate of change in percent minority in the subregion, We could not get a 
clear picture of whether this is actually happening in Park Forest. This 
is definitely a situation worth. further analyses. The very fact that Park 
Forest shares its all-important school districts with so many other muni-
cipalities is justification for an IM program which includes monitoring 
racial change activities in surrounding communities and monitoring regional 
institutions that can affect the traffic in potential buyers seeking housing 
in Park Forest's price range. 
Tables I-4 to I-6 focus on specific characteristics and activities of 
the IM programs. Table I-4 presents staff and budget characteristics. As 
stated earlier, Park Forest is among the oldest and more active IM programs 
in the nation. This is brir.~~out by Columns l-3 of Table I-4. Park Forest 
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has the second largest IM bu.dget in absolute dollars, and the third largest 
IM budget relative to the total municipal budget. Columns 4 and 5 give the 
title of the IM program director and the chain of authority between the 
director and higher officials of the municipality. As we indicated at the 
outset of this section, there is no standard procedure for administering 
an IM program. Columns 4 and 5 of Ta.ble I-4 begin to bare this out. Both 
·the program director title and the line of authority from the director to 
elected officials are quite varied. Most programs, unlike Park Forest, 
give the IM director a specific title. In three cases this director reports 
directly to the highest elected officials. In three cases, inc.luding Park 
Forest, the program director reports to a city manager, and in three cases 
the program director reports to a person below the city manager level. 
Professional staff size and roles are similar among most programs. Most 
municipalities have only one employee spending 50 percent or more of his/ 
her time on integration maintenance and this is invariably the director. In 
only four of the ten programs surveyed did this director spend all of his/ 
her time on integration maintenance. In two of those four cases the director 
was the onl.Y paid professional in the program. Other programs employed 
from three· to ten professionals (Park Forest lists five professionals). 
The typical program (which includes Park Forest) lists the program director, 
a municipal planner and/or housing inspector, a grant writer, and a personnel· 
and/or community relations p·erson. The programs with the largest profes-
sional staff include various field staff who report to the director and are 
involved· in monitoring and auditing real estate activity, community organiz-
ing, and the like. 
The use of volunteers, listed in Column 7 of Table I-4, reflects all 
voluntary committees no matter how active or pertinent to the IM program, 
and is therefore misleading. In Table I-5 we asked the respondents to 
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,1 1, 
define their program on an activity by activity base and identify whether 
municipal staff, subcontractors,·or voluntary organizations had "mi"nor", 
"major" or "total" responsibility in implementing the activity. We feel 
the answers to this question is more accurate and revealing. 
Page- six of The Questionnaire (see Appendix) presents the respondent 
with various popular IM activities based on our research, and provides 
the respondent space to list all other activities. Eight major activ.ity 
areas are included: public relations/education, public relatioris/advertising, 
legal, housing counseling, evaluation/monitoring, planning, commercial 
development/revitalization, and school desegregation. The respondents 
were asked to identify those activities they initiated and whether. each 
activity is implemented by municipality staff, voluntary organizations, or 
implemented by more than one source. The respondent was asked td rank the 
source as having a minor or major role in implementing that activity. 
Table I-5 presents summary findings for all 31 activities. Column 1 pre-
sents the total IM activities that involve municipal staff, and Column 2 
shows the percent of those activities for which the municipal staff has 
total or major responsibility for implementation. Columns 4 and 5 present 
similar figures for 'contractors and subcontractors and 6 and 7 for voluntary 
organizations. The reader should keep in minq that municipal staff, volun-
tary organizations and contra.ctors could all have a "major" role in a single 
activity. For example, advertising aspects of the IM program through the 
media could be carried out. in equal proportion by the IM director (e.g., 
municipal staff), the chairman of a human relations committee (e.g., 
voluntary organization), and by a public relations firm under contract with 
the municipality. Thus, the same activity could appear under all three 
implementation groups in Table I-5. 
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Park Forest clearly stands out as the exception in the number of IM 
activities and the way those activites are implemented. The typical IM 
program surveyed concentrates most of its activities in-house; That is, 
municipal employees have major or total responsibility for implementing 
the majority of IM activity. A few activites are contracted out, most 
. typically real estate audits. Voluntary organizations are used in one of 
two ways. Either these organizations are given major responsibility for 
·implementing a few activities usually in the housing counciling area, 
or they are given minor responsibility across a wide spectrum of activities. 
Park Forest shows the largest number of staff-re1ated activities, but the 
lowest proportion of staff-involved activities are a major or total responsi-
bility of the municipal staff. The apparent reason for this is the heavy 
use of contractors. Park Forest contracts out six times as many activities 
a·s the average municipality sampled and, for a high percentage of those 
activities, the contractor has total or major implementation responsibility. 
Park Forest involves voluntary groups in an average number of activities, 
but expects voluntary groups to take a major responsibility for these activi-
. 
ties. In sunrnary the typical IM program surveyed concentrates responsibility 
for activities on a specific implementatio.n source, usually its own muni-
cipal staff. Park Forest, however, spreads out the implementation respon-
.sibility among staff, contractors and voluntary groups with heavy emphasis 
on contractors. 
Table I-6 presents a similar fonnat to Table I-5 but looks instead 
at the funding source for each IM activity. Once again .Par.k Forest is the 
exception to the nonn. The typical IM program activity is funded by muni-
cipal revenues. Where other funds are used they typically involve only 
a few activities or are a minor contribution to the total operating budget. 
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. The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) is most frequently men-
tioned as a funding source. The only exception other than Park Fo·rest 
is Municipality 2 which for the past few years has received a major· 
gran.t from a· private industry located in its' housing market area which 
has funded all of 'its IM activities. 
Park Forest .shows a remarkable spread of funding sources. Of the 
total of 30 activit.ies in which Park Forest is engaged, 27 are funded by 
municipal funds, but only 59 percent of these activities (or 16) receive 
major or total funding from the municipality. A remarkable amount of 
activities receive funding from other sources, according to Mr. DeM~rco. 
Twenty-one activities (75 percent of 28.) ·receive total or .major· funding 
from grants and donaticins. Another five activities (45.5 percent of H) 
receive tot~l or major funding from other local districts. Both of these 
are the highest number of activi'ties by Jar in their respective fundi.ng 
class. ·However, most remarkable, Park Forest is the only IM municipality 
tha~ claimed major funding for 13 of its activities (54.2 percent of 24) 
from Qther munici pa 1 Hies. We presume this. is the South Suburban Mayors 
and Managers Association.· Either· Mr. DeMarco. is interpreting the meaning 
~f a "major". funding source different than other IM direct1irs, or he is 
including the· internal IM activities of other municipalities in the 
Chicago South Suburban region as part of·Park Forest's housing market 
and thus Park Forest's IM activities, or Park Forest is tru1y leveraging 
·its own financial commitment tci int.egration maintenance far better than 
any other ·IM program in the country. 
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II. Legal Evaluation of the Park Forest 
Integration Maintenance Program 
Statement of Facts 
.Th~ Village of Park Forest is located near the so~thern limits 
of Cook County and has a population of about 27,000 persons. The 
·Village was a "planned community" ·constructed in the post-war period 
by the American Community Builders, and was incorporated on Feb. 1, 
1949. 
Early in its history, the Village took an interest in open hous-
ing. A Commission on Human Relations (CHR) was created by the 
Village B9ard of Trustees on July 24, 1951 to study the issues sur-
rounding the entrance of minority residents into the Village, and 
to make plans for peaceful ·integration of the community. Black fami'-
lies did not in fact begin to move into the Village until. 1959. ·Just 
prior to the arrival of the first black resident, the President and 
the Village Board issued a directive to Village employees guarantee-
ing ·that "the. Village Government will assure that [Blackl family the 
·same protection of the law that is afforded to any other resi.dent or 
property owner in the Village." From 1959 to 1965, Village officia~s 
and members of the CHR regularly visited the neighbors of new bla~k 
residents to reassure them of con.ti nued Village support. 
In 1965, the Village began to be concerned with the phenomenon 
of "clustering" of black residents caused by the tendency of real 
estate agencies to market homes near black residents exclusively to 
·.other minority purchasers. In a 1965 memorandum to real estate 
agencies, Village President Cunningham urged brokers to aggressively· 
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market the homes near black residents so they did not remain vacant, 
and to en_courage purchases by white buyers. A similar memo wa~ 
again sent to the real estate agents in 1968. On January 29, 1968, 
the Village formally adopted a comprehensive fair housing ordinance. 
In 1972 the Village took notice of.an area in the adjoining 
City of Chicago Heights that had undergone a rapid raci.al change and 
deterioration of public services. The Village government and the CHR 
both decided that the deterioration of this area on the borders of 
the Village posed a threat to the long range goals of stable inte-
gration of Park Forest. The CHR worked in cooperation with HUD and 
the City of Chicago Heights to alleviate the lack of .city services in 
the City of Chicago Heights neighborhood. The Village Board also 
adopted a resolution supporting a bussing plan to desegregate the· 
school system shared by Park Forest and the Chicago Heights area. 
The bussing plan was successful and is still in operation. 
By 1973, black residents comprised between five percent .and 
seven percent of the population of Park Forest. The increasing 
black population gave rise to concerns that clustering and eventual 
resegregation of parts of the Village might occur unless affinnative 
actions were taken to avoid this result. The Village Board heard 
reconinendations from the CHR, housing activists from other cities, 
and from the .Leadership Council for Metropolitan Open Conmunities , 
urging adoption of a comprehensive program to maintain the integrated 
status of Park Forest. In response, the Village formally adopted ·an 
integrat_ion maintenance program in 1973. The ·resolution creating 
the Integration Maintenance Program provided in relevant part:· 
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WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees recognize that 
an open community is not necessarily synonymous with a 
stably integrated community; and 
WHEREAS, the Village of Park Forest places a positive value on 
its heterogeneity and ehtnic integration and the mainte-
nance of same is an implicit goal of the Village of Park 
Forest: 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED ... that we reaffirm our 
earlier commitments to open housing and to them add a 
commitment to the official policy: integration maintenance., 
defined as "the use of education and service programs to 
encourage the continuation of integration in the community," 
which in ope~ation will ensure the continuance of a stable, 
multi-racial community .... 
Village of Park Forest, Illinois, Resolution R-73-72 (Nov. 12, 1973). 
In its early formulation, the program emphasized public promo-
tion of the Village as an attractive place to live, auditing of real 
estate firms to ident.ify racial steering pra.ctices, and the establish-
ment of a non-profit corporation supported by public funds to counsel 
local real estate brokers and their sales staff. By 1980, the Inte-
gration Maintenance Program involved both direct actions by the 
Village government and actions taken by the non-profit corporation, 
·the South Suburban Housing Center (SSHC) pursuant to a contract with 
the Village ·and other units of government in the area. The Village 
government has continued a program promoting the community, which has 
included the making of a short motion picture, slide films and bro-
chures. These promotional items are designed to alert both real 
estate personnel and potential res1dents to the attractive qualities 
of the integrated community of Park.Forest. In 1980 the Park Forest 
Program cost approximately $110,000, the second largest amount spent 
for integration maintenance by any community in the nation. 
The Village has taken several direct actions aimed at maintain-
18 
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ing the integrated character of Village neighborhoods. A reinspec-
tion ordinance for rented dwellings was passed in 1980 requiring a 
Village inspection of single-family dwellings each time they are 
rented to new tenants, and the inspection of multi-family apartment 
units annually. The ordinance is intended to ensure the continued 
habitability of the dwellings and to encourage landlords of single 
family dwellings to rent to longer-term tenants. The inspections 
conducted pursuant to this ordinance also present the Village with 
some opportunities to monitor the racial composition of the various 
neighborhoods of Park Forest. At presen~ the Village has no regular 
inspection program for single-family dwellings that are occupied by 
their owners. 
The Village has occasionally purchased homes that have become 
seriously dilapidated due to poor maintenance. After rehabilitation, 
the homes have been offered for sale to new owners on the open market. 
Four such homes have been rehabilitated, using federal Community 
Development Block Grant funds. Rehabilitation is usually carried out 
by non-profit agencies, acting as subcontractors. Three of the homes 
were rehabil ited by the Far South Suburban Housing Service, and the 
fourth was rehabilitated by the South Suburban Housing Center. After 
rehabilitation, the homes were affirmatively marketed to persons 
whoe race was underrepresented in the neighborhood where the homes 
were located. In the most recent case, the contract between the 
South Suburban Housing Center, the real estate broker, and the 
Village required the broker to make efforts to refer persons of the 
underrepresent~d race (in this case whites) to view the property, 
and required him to keep records of referrals, but restricted him 
19 
from refusing to sell the home to anyone on a racial basis. The 
home was purchased by a white family, the first family to see it. 
Agreements between the Village and the Far South Suburban Housing 
Service were less formal. In each case, however, the homes were 
eventually sold to persons of races underrepresented in the area, 
two homes to white families and one to an Asian family. 
In order to effect repairs the Village has also made grants and 
interest subsidies for loans available to owners of homes with hous-
ing code violations. The funds for these grants are also obtained 
from federal Community Development Block Funds. Federal restrict'ions 
on the use of the funds limit availability of the grants and inter-
est subsidies to specific neighborhoods. Within the neighborhoods, 
however, the funds are made available to residents for repair of 
housing code violations on a basis of finanacial need without regard 
to race. These Village programs serve the purposes of the Integra-
tion Maintenance Program, as the rehabilitation programs do, by pre-
venting Village neighborhoods from deteriorating and becoming un-
attriactive to a wide spectrum of potential purchasers. 
The Village continues to monitor real estate brokers for compli-
ance with Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, and several 
complaints have been filed by the Village charging racial steering 
by l.oca l real estate firms. Evidence for the complaints is obtained 
primarily by the use of "auditors," persons who pretend to be pros-
pective buyers. These auditors keep records of the location of the 
homes they are offered by real estate salesmen, and the records are 
analyzed to determine if persons of different races are referred to 
different locations by the real estate sales staff. Information 
20 
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thus obtained by the Village is often shared with other towns and 
villages affected by these real estate practices, and suits against· 
the real estate firms are often filed by several villages as co-
plaintiffs. 
The Village also has some direct contact with the real estate 
firms and urges them to make available to prospective buyers infor-
mation on homes in areas where the buyer's race is underrepresented. 
Occasional seminars have been held in the past by the Assistant to 
the Village Manager to urge real estate brokers to adopt affirmative 
marketing techniques. Most of the direct contact with the real 
estate finns at present, however, is made by the South Suburban 
Housing Center (SSHC). 
Financial ties between SSHC and the Village are close. The 
center ·is under contract with the Village to provide a variety of 
services related to the Integration Maintenance Program. While SSHC 
has contractual arrangements with other villages as well, Park Forest 
has had, and continues to have, the largest contracts for SSHC ser-
vices. At certai.n times in the past Park Forest provided virtually 
all of the funds for the operation of the Center. 
The working relationship·between the Village and the Housing 
Center is also close. The SSHC office is located less than a block 
from the Vi 11 age Ha 11 , and there is a great dea 1 ·of persona 1 contact 
between the staffs of the two agencies. The Assistant to the Village 
Manager for Cbmmunity Relations commented that he and other 
Village personnel use the Housing Center office like it was an office 
of the Park Forest government. The same official has conducted 
seminars with real estate brokers and their sales staff for the 
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Housing Center at times when the Center staff were unable to do so, 
and his wife has served as a member of the Housing Center's Board of 
Di rectors. 
Housing Center staff have primary responsibility for gathering 
information about the racial composition of the thirty-six towns and 
villages of South Suburban Cook County and Northern Will County. 
Center staff obtain this information from a number of official and 
unofficial sources, including school district officials, census 
reports, figures from a 1978 study, and more "casual" reports from 
residents of the Village neighborhoods. Certain cooperative apart-
ment complexes must keep records of racial composition of their ~esi­
dents in order to meet HUD requirements, and these figures have also 
been obtained by the Housing Center. 
The information obtained by the Housing Center is used to deter-
mine the areas of Park Forest and other nearby villages that are 
underrepresented in either black or white residents. Just how the 
underrepresentation is determined remains unclear; perhaps no agreed 
upon definition exists between the Village and SSHC. Assistant to 
the Village Manager DeMarco indicated that the Village considered an 
area.~nderrepresented when the proportion of black residents in th~ 
area was lower than the proportion of black citizens in the greater 
metropolitan area at the same income level. By contrast, the SSHC 
staff members responsible for the actual plotting of the underrepre-
sented areas on maps used in seminars with real estate firms-did not 
mention income levels as a factor in. determination of underrepresen-
tation. Instead, the housing staff used the proportion of total 
black residents in the greater metropolitan. area as their general 
22 
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standard. This standard was tempered, however, by considera.tion of 
other unidentified subjective factors. At this time, no part of 
Park Forest is considered by the Housing Center to be underrepre-
sente.d in either black or white residents. 
The SSHC staff conduct seminars for local real estate brokers 
and their staff in which the areas identified as underrepresented 
are pointed out on maps of Southern Cook and Northern Will Counties 
prepared by the Housing Center staff. The real estate brokers are 
urged to make special efforts to show homes in these areas to persons 
of the.underrepresented race. The Housing Center staff ~plain this 
process as one of "option expansion," making available informatfon on 
additional opportunities to persons who have not considered living in 
particular neighborhoods. In practice, this process usually involves 
informing white prospective .buyers of available homes in areas where 
blacks overrepresented, and informing black potential buyers of· hous-
ing opportunities in areas where whites overrepresented. It is usu-
ally unnecessary to make special efforts to refer black buyers to 
racial1y mixed areas since the normal demand of black purchasers for 
property in such areas is sufficient to maintain the mixed character 
of the areas. 
Participation in the seminars is voluntary, as is particfpation 
in the marketing strategy advocated by the Housing Center. The 
Center charges the real estate firms a fee for the seminar. Center 
staff persuade the real estate firms to hold the seminars as educa-
tiona 1 sessions to make the sa·l ess taff aware of their res pons i bi l ity 
under federal and state fafr housing laws. The marketing program is 
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characterized by the SSHC staff as a way for brokers and sales per-
sonnel to avoid racial steering charges by the Village auditors. 
There is no indication that the Village makes any special effort to 
audit real estate firms which decline to participate in the Housing 
Center seminars, nor does the Housing Center have any enforcement to 
ensure compliance with the Center's affirmative marketing strategy. 
The South Suburban Ho tis i ng Center a 1 so does a sma 11 amount of 
direct counseling of potential residents. This occurs on occasi9n as 
a result of referrals by Chicago social service agencies of minority 
persons seeking housing in the Park Forest area. Some prospective 
residents also appear without feferrals. No systematic effort is 
made by the Housing Center staff to keep comprehensive records of 
available housing in the area. However, the staff is often aware of 
vacancies as a result of their data collection activities. The 
Housing Center staff only offer information of such openings to po-
tential residents where it serves the purposes of integration mainte-
nance. If the potential resident desires information on housing 
opportunities in areas where his race is already overrepresented, the 
Center staff refer him to commercial real estate agencies. Center 
staff estimate that they have direct contact with fewer than 3% of 
the persons seeking housing in the Park Forest area .. 
This concludes the relevant facts regarding the operation of 'the 
Integration Maintenance Program since its inception by the Village of 
Park Forest and the agencies with which the Village contracts (namely 
SSHC) to carry out Integration Maintenance activities. The legal 
evaluation of the Integration Maintenance Programs· which follows is 
based upon these relevant facts. We are assuming that the staffs 
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of both the Village of Park Forest and the SSHC have been accurate 
and candid with us in our numerous meetindS and telephone conversa-
tions; and that we, in turn, have accurately recorded what was 
related to us. 
The Legal Challenges to Integration Maintenance 
The Park Forest Integration Maintenance Program could be subject 
to challenge on a variety of different legal theories. A complaint 
could allege that the program violates Title VIII of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1968 (The Fair Housing Act), 42 U.S.C. §§ 3601 et seq.; that 
the program violates the Civil Rights Act of 1866, 42 U.S.C. §§ 1981 
and 1982; that the program violates the Fourteenth or First Amendments 
to the United States Constitution; or that the program exceeds the 
jurisdiction of the Village of Park Forest because the program has 
major effects on areas outside the Village's borders. Each of these 
legal theories will be examined in turn and evaluated in light of the 
facts of the Park Forest situation. 
Challenges Under the Fair Housing Act 
A. Standing to Sue 
Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, the Fair Housing 
Act, was enacted tb ba'r all racial discrimination, private as well 
as public, in the sale and rental of real property. United States v. 
Real Estate One, Inc., 433 F. Supp. 1140, 1144 (E.D. Mich. 1977); 
Zuch v. Russey, 394 ,F. Supp. 1028, 1046 ( E. D. Mi ch. 1975). A thresh-
old task in an analysis of the Act is the determination of which per-
sons are permitted access to the courts under the federal standing 
doctrine to enforce the Act. 
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The enforcement provisions of the Fair Housing Act are found in 
Sections 3610 and 3612, 42 U.S.C. §§ 3640 and 3612. Section 3610 
provides, in relevant part: 
§ 3610. Enforcement 
(a) Any person who claims to have been injured by 
a discriminatory housing practice or who believes that 
he will be irrevocably injured by a discriminatory 
housing ·practice that ·is about to occur (hereafter 
"person aggrieved") may file a complaint with the 
Secretary . . . 
42 u.s.c. § 3610. 
Section 3610 also provides for an informal procedure to resolve 
the complaint of the "person aggrieved." The Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) is authorized to .attempt to eliminate or 
correct the alleged discriminatory housing practice by conference, 
conciliation, and persuasion. Only if the Se.cretary fails to resolve 
the complaint within 30 days is the complainant allowed to sue in 
federal court. The suit may be brought without regard to the amount 
in controversy. 42 U.S.C. § 3610(d). However, if State or local 
fair housing laws provide for rights and remedies substantially 
equivalent to the federal Act, the complainant must avail himself of 
the State judicial remedy instead of the federal remedy. 42 U.S.C. 
§ 3610 (d). 
The informal procedure of Section 3610 contrasts with the imme-
diate access to the federal courts allowed by Section 3612. That 
Section provides, in relevant part: 
§ 3612. Enforcement by private persons 
(a) The rights granted by s~ctions 3603, 3604, 
3605, and 3606 of this title may be enforced by civil 
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actions in appropriate Uni ed States district courts 
without regard to the amou t in controversy and in 
appropriate State or local courts of general juris-
diction. 
42 u.s.c. § 3612. 
Unlike Section 3610, Section 3612 dos not use the "person aggrieved" 
I 
terminology, nor does it require a cqmplainant to submit to an in-
formal resolution process prior to bfinging suit. 
In order to be granted standing to sue in federal court, a 
' plainti.ff must fulfill the constitutional requirement of demonstrat-
1 . 
.ing "injury in fact, economic or oth¢rwise." Association of Data 
Processing "Service, Inc. v. Camp, 397 U.S. 150, 152 (1970). This 
injury must be one "that fairly can be traced to the challenged 
I 
action o·f the defendant," and must bf of such a nature that the court 
can provide a remedy. Simon v. Eastern Kentucky Welfare Rights 
I 
Organization, 426 U.S. 26, 41 (1976)1. In addition, there is a judi-
cially imposed, nonconstitutional re~uirement that the interest of 
the plaintiff be "arguably within· thb zone of interests to be pro-
tected or regulated by the statute o~ constitutional guarantee in 
question." Association of Data Procbssin , Inc. v. Cam , supra, at 
153. 
Potential purc.hasers or renter' .of housing who have suffered a 
direct injury by being denied acces to housing for discr.iminatory 
reasons would sat1sfy the requireme ts for standing under either 
Section 3610 or Section 3612, Such parties may elect whichever of 
the two sections they wish in order ·to pursue a remedy. See,~· 
I 
Glads tone, Realtors v. Villa e of Bellwood, 441 U .s. 91 (1979); 
TOPIC v. Circle Realty, 532 F.2d 12 .3 (9th Cir. 1976); Fair Housing 
Council of Bergen County, Inc. v. Eastern Bergen County Multiple 
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Listing Service, Inc., 422 F. Supp. 1071 (D.N.J. 1971). The legis-
lative history of the Fair Housing Act and the use of the "person 
aggrieved" terminology in Section 3610, however, left unclear whether 
parties suffering only indirect injuries were also to be granted 
standing to enforce the Act. Gladstone, Realtors v. Village of 
Bellwood, ~ra, at 105. 
In Trafficante v. Metropolitan Life Insurance Co., 409 lf.S. 205 
· (1972), the Supreme Court held that Section 3610 conferred standing. 
on persons who had suffered indirect injuries as a result of ·the dis-
crimination toward prospective tenants by the landlord of an apart-
ment complex. In Trafficante, the plaintiffs were two tenants of the 
apartment complex, one white and one black. They alleged that, as a 
result of the discriminatory rental practices of the landlord, they 
had been indirectly injured in the follow'ing ways: (l) they had lost 
the social benefits of living in an integrated community; (2) they had 
missed business and professional advantages which would have accrued 
i. f they had 1 i ved with members of minority groups; and (3) they had 
suffered embarrassment and economic damage in social, business, and 
professional activities from beil)g "stigmatized" as residents of a 
"white ghetto." Id. at 208. The Court found these allegations 
sufficient to grant standing to the plaintiffs since Congress in-
tended standing under Section 3610 to be as broad as is permitted 
by Article III of the Constitution. Id. at 209. 
Left unanswered by the Trafficante Court, however, was whether 
Section 3612 also allowed standing to persons who had suffered only 
indirect injuries. 
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The Supreme Court recently resolred this issue in Gladstone, 
Realtors v. Village of Bellwood, 441 U.S. 91 (1979). In this case 
the Court held that both Sections 3610 and 3612 were intended by 
Congress to offer standing as broad as is permitted by Article !JI 
of the Constitution. Persons who have suffered indirect injuries as 
a result of discrimination may now elect either of the remedies pro-
vided by the two sections, in the same way as can persons directly 
injured by the discriminatory acts. Id. at 109. 
Courts have found sufficient indirect injuries to grant standing 
to plaintiffs in a variety of circumstances. Incumbent residents of 
the area where the discriminatory housing practices occurred have 
standing. Gladstone, Realtors v. Village of Bellwood, supra; 
Trafficant7 v. Metropolitan Life Insurance Co., 409 U.S. 205 (1972); 
TOPIC v. Circle Realty, 532 F.2d 1273 (9th Cir. 1976); Zuch v. Hussey, 
394 F. S~pp. 1028 (E.D. Mich. 1975). Residents who have acted as 
"testers" to discover if realty firms are complying with the Fair 
Housing Act also have been granted standing. Sherman Park Commu~ity 
Association v. Wauwatosa Realy Co., 486 F. Supp. 838 (E.D. Wisc. 
1980); Wheatley Heights Neighborhood Coalition v. Jenna Resales Co., 
429 F. Supp. 486 (E.D.N.Y. 1977); Zuch v. Hussey,394 F. Supp. 1028 
(E.D. Mich. 1975). It is unclear, however, whether their standing 
is because they are testers, or because they are residents. See, 
Gladstone, Realtors v. Village of Bellwood, _supra at ll l (refusing to 
rule on whether testers had standing independent from their standing 
as residents); but see, Wheatley Heights Neighborhood Coalition v. 
Jenna Resales Co., supra at 488 (holding that testers had standing to 
allege violations of Section 3604(b) of the ·Fair Housing Act). 
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It is not clear under what circumstances non-residents may be 
able to demonstrate injuries sufficient to satisfy the "injury in 
fact" aspect of the standing test. The Court in Glads tone, Rea Hors, 
supra at 112 n.25, found no injury had been suffered by two non-resi-
dent testers. The two testers could not claim indirect injuries by 
virtue of their status as testers. Since neither of the two non-
residents actually intended to purchase or rent any of the property 
shown by the real estate agent, neither suffered any obvious direct 
injury by being denied access to housing. The. Court left open the 
possibility that the testers might be granted standing if they could 
demonstrate some direct injury. However, on remand to the lower 
court, the testers failed to demonstrate any direct injuries, and the 
court ruled that they therefore had no standing. Village of Bellwood 
v. Dwayne Realty, 482 F. Supp. 1321 (N.D. 111. 1979). 
Courts have also found sufficient indirect "injury in fact" to 
grant· standing to towns and villages affected by the discriminatory 
practices, Gladstone, Realtors v. Village of Bellwood, supra, and to 
a non-profit corporation that could demonstrate direct financial 
losses from the discriminatory acts. Park View Heights Corporation 
v. City of Blackjack, 467 F.2d 1208 (8th Cir. 1972). However, non-
profit organizations with only a general interest, but no direct 
financial stake, in promoting integration have been held to have no 
standing apart from that which their members could ·assert as indivi-
duals. TOPIC v. Circle Realty, 532 F.2d 1273 (9th Cir. 1976); Fair 
Housing Council v. Eastern Bergen County Multiple.Listing Service, 
Inc., 422 F. Supp. 1071 (D.N.J. 1976). 
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By contrast with the controversy surrounding interpretation of 
the "injury in fact" aspect of the standing test, courts have gener-
ally had little trouble finding sufficient "proteGted interests" to 
satisfy the. "zone of interests" inquiry. Generally an allegation 
that the "injury in fact" occurred because of any one of a number of 
discriminatory housing practices is sufficient to satisfy the "zone 
of interests" requirement. Thus, courts have found infringement of 
a protected interest where the plaintiff alleged that the defendant 
engaged in blockbusting tactics, United States v. Bob Lawrence Realty, 
Inc., 474 F.2d 115, 119 (5th Cir. 1973); refused to rent apartments 
on a non-discriminatory basis, Trafficante v. Metropolitan Life 
Insurance Co., 409 U.S. 205 (1972); Smith v. Sol D. Adler Realty Co., 
436 F.2d 344 (7th Cir. 1971); or that the defendant engaged in racial 
steering practices, Johnson v. Jerry Pals Real Estate, 485 F.2d 528 
(7th Cir. 1973); Village of Bellwood v. Dwayne Realty, 482 F. Supp. 
1321 (N.D. Ill. 1979). 
In Arguilla-DeHaan Realtors v. Village of Country Club Hills, 
No. 80 C 2010, slip op. (N.D. Il 1. Oct. 31, 1980), the plaintiff 
realtor alleged that the defendant Village had conspired to force 
compiiance with integration maintenance programs by filing several 
suits against him. Arqui lla-DeHaan further alleged that the I.nte-
grati on Maintenance Programs violated anti-steering provisions of the 
Fair Housing Act, and that forcing his compliance with the programs 
violated the protections of Section 3617 of the Act, which prohibit 
coercion, intimidation, threats, or intereference with anyone exer-
cising his rights to buy, sell, rent or finance property. The court 
found these allegations insufficient to constitute an infringement 
31 
of a "protected right" because Arquilla-DeHaan was not deprived of 
the right to buy, rent or finance housing. It is not entirely 
clear whether the court might have found infringement of a protected 
interest if Arquilla-DeHaan had alleged he was denied the right to 
buy or sell housing as a result of the defendant's integration-main-
tenance programs. 
In summary, current interpretations by the courts of the standing 
requirements of the Fair Housing Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 3610 and 3612, 
allow standing to a variety of complainants, including persons alleg-
ing direct denial of housing, current residents of the area where the 
discriminatory acts took place, local governments, and corporations 
that can demonstrate actual injuries. The standing tests utilized by 
the courts are liberally interpreted under the Fair Housing_Act, and 
we may anticipate that additional party plaintiffs may be able to 
demonstrate an "injury in fact" sufficient to gain standing in future 
cases. Specifically, non-resident testers who are able to show that 
they have suffered some direct harm may gain access to the courts, as 
may some real estate firms or other commercial enterprises that can 
demonstrate an actual harm to a protected interest. 
Assuming that a potential plaintiff has succeeded in gaining 
standing to challenge the Integration Maintenance Program of Park 
Forest, the next question is which aspects of the Integration Main-
tenance Program are subject to attack under the substantive provisions 
of the Fair Housing Act. 
B. Substantive Grounds for Challenge 
A legal challenge to the Park Forest Integration Maintenance 
Program is most likely to be directed at the activities of the Village 
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and the South Suburban Housing Center (SSHC or Housing Center) in 
counseling real estate firms to market homes to persons of racial 
groups underrepresented in the community where the homes are situated. 
Specifically, the charge could be made that the affirmative marketing 
program is actually a form of racial steering that violates Section 
3604 of the Fair Housing Act. Such a challenge could come from a 
potential purchaser alleging that the Integration Maintenance Program 
denies him access to housing opportunities that he would otherwise 
have, or from a current resident of Park Forest, or o.f any other area 
affected by the marketing program, alleging that he was deprived of 
the social benefits and the business and professional opportunities 
that otherwise would have accrued to him if the potential purchasers· 
had not been referred e 1 sewhere. See, ~_g_._, Traffi cante v. Metropol i-
tan Life Insurance Co., 409 U.S. 205, 208 (1972). In addition a real 
estate agent might complain that the integration maintenance program 
compelled him to participate in an illegal act of racial steering in 
violation of Sections 3604 and 3617 of the Act. See,~· Arguilla-
DeHaan Realtors v. Village of Country Club Hills, No. 80 C 2070; slip 
op. {N.D. Ill. Oct. 31,.1980). 
Racial steering, which is prohibited by Section 3604(a) of the 
Fair Housing Act, 42 U.S.C. § 3604(a), is "the use of any word or 
phrase or action by a real estate broker or salesperson which in-
fluences the choice of a prospective buyer on a racial basis, or 
which in any way impedes, delays, or discourages on a racial basis 
a prospective homebuyer from purchasing housing." United States v. 
Real Estate One, Inc., 433 f. Supp. 1140, 1144 (E.D. Mich. 1977); 
Zuch v. Hussey, 394 F. Supp. 1028, 1047 (E.D. Mich. 1975). Further, 
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racial considerations need not be the sole or primary motivation for 
the broker or agent's actions; such consideration need only be an 
element of the real estate broker's or salesman's conduct. United 
States v. Mitchell, supra at 791; Zuch v. Hussey, 394 F. Supp. 1028, 
1047 (E.D. Mich. 1975). Racial steering is a violation of the Fair 
Housing Act because it makes housing available on a r,acial basis and 
fosters the perpetuation of segregated communities. United States v. 
Real Estate One, 433 F. Supp. 1140, 1144 (E.D. Mich. 1977); cf., United 
States v. Mitchell, supra at 791 ("Conduct that has the necessary and 
foreseeable consequence of perpetuating segregation can be as deleteri-
ous as purposefully discriminatory conduct in frustrating the national 
commitment to fair housing."); Barrick Realty, Inc. v. City of Gary, 
I.ndiana, 491 F.2d 161, 164 (7th Cir. 1974) (If a bari of real estate 
for-sale signs were used to perpetuate segregation instead of pre-
serving integration, the court would apply the strictest scrutiny.). 
Although the Park Forest program does employ racial considera-
tions in its operation, this program clearly does not have as its 
aim the perpetuation of segregated communities. The fact that there 
is a racial component to the program is of significance and will be 
discussed at a later point in this analysis. However, since there is 
no intent to perpetuate segregated communities, it seems clear that 
the Park Forest program is not racial steering within the meaning of 
the Fair Housing Act. 
Challenges Under 42 U.S.C. §§ 1981 and 1982 
We turn next to a consideration of the challenges possible under 
the Civil Rights Act of 1866, 42 U.S.C. §§ 1981 and 1982. These 
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sections provide: 
§ 1981. Equal Rights Under the Law 
All persons within the jurisdiction of the United States 
shall have the same right in every State and Territory 
to make ·and enforce contracts, to sue, be parties, give 
evidence, and to the full and equal benefit of all 
laws and proceedings for the security of persons and 
property as is enjoyed by white citizens, and shall be· 
subject to like punishment, pains, penalties, taxes, 
licenses, and exactions of every kind, and to no other. 
§ 1982. Property Rights of Citizens 
All citizens of the United State shall have the same 
right, in every State and Territory, as is enjoyed 
by white citizens thereof to inherit, purchase, lease, 
sell, hold, and convey real and personal property. 
As in the consideration of the Fair Housing Act, an initial task in an 
analysjs of these statutes is to determine who has standing to sue 
under these statutes. 
Courts generally have limited standing under Sections 1981 and 
1982 to direct victims of racial discrimination. See, ~. Fair 
Housing Council of Bergen County, Inc. v. Eastern Bergen County 
Multiple Listing Service, Inc., 422 F. Supp. 1071, 1083 (D.N.J. 1976) . 
Persons suffering indirect injury as a result of discriminatory acts 
of a third party do not have access to the courts under these statutes 
as they do under Sections 3610 and 3612 of the Fair Housing Act. Id. 
at 1083. See generally, Jones v. Alfred Mayer Co., 392 U.S. 409, 
-413-417 (1968). Despite this narrower coverage of Sections 1981 and 
1982, these sections remained in full force and effect after the 
enactment of the Fair Housing Act. Jones v. Alfred H. Mayer Co., 
supra at 416-17. Unlike the Fair Housing Act, these statutes deal 
only with racial discrimination. Id. at 413. Complaints resting on 
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Section 1982 alone are rare since the enactment of the Fair Houstng 
Act, and the Section is most often cited in tandem with complaints 
under the Fair Housing Act. See, ~. TOPIC v. Circle Realty, 532 
F.2d 1273, 1274 (9th Cir. 1976); Wheatley Heights Neighborhood Coali-
tion v. Jenna Resales Co., 429 F. Supp. 486, 487 (E.D.N.Y. 1977). 
Where Se.ctions 1981 and 1982 are the sole basis for a complaint, they 
usually involve complaints against persons exempted from coverage by 
the Fair Housing Act, Sections 3603(b) (exempting certain sales by 
• private owners and rentals by certain live-in landlords) and 3607 
(exempting certain religious organizations and private clubs), 42 
U.S.C. §§ 3603(b) and 3607. See, ~. Smith v. Sol D. Adler Realty 
Co., 436 F.2d 344 (7th Cir. 1971). See, ~so, the discussion in 
Jones v. Alfred H. Mayer Co., supra at 413 and 415. 
Inasmuch as the coverage of Sections 1981 and 1982 is generally 
narrower than the coverage of Sections 3610 and 3612, only the por-
tion of the plaintiffs claiming direct injury under Sections 3610 
and 3612 could include complaints against the Village of Park Forest 
under Sections 1981 and 1982. Sections 1981 and 1982 would not per-
mit additional plaintiffs to file suit against the Village.-
Complaints under Sections 1981 and 1982 would be identical to 
those under the Fair Housing Act and would, in all likelihood, be 
combined with complaints under the Fair Housing Act. Complainants 
would, of necessity, be persons actually searching for housing or 
attempting to sell or rent housing within the area generally affected 
'by the Integration Maintenance Program of the Village of Park Forest. 
They might allege that the Program denied them an equal right to 
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make contracts for housing in violation of Section 1981, and denied 
·them an equal right to purchase, lease, or sell real" property in viola-
tion of Section 1982. Because of the historical interrelationship 
of these two sections, complaints under either of ~he two sections 
are not. generally construed differently from one another. Tillman 
v. Wheaton7Haven Recreation Ass'n., Inc., 410 U.S. 431 (1973). 
Congressional authority for Sections 1981 and 1982 springs from 
the· Thirteenth Amendment to the Constitution. Jones v. Alfred H. 
Mayer Co., 392 U.S. 409, 437-38 (1968). This is the sam~ source of 
~uthority .as for the Fair Housing Act. United States v. Bob Lawrence 
Realty, Inc., 474 F.2d 115, 120-21 (5th Cir. 1973). The Supreme Court 
has never decided a case involving benign race-cons~ious action (such 
as that involved in the Park Forest Integration Maintenance Program) 
by the state under Sections 1981 and 1982. However, legal ·commenta-
tors believe that nothing in the wording of the sections or in the 
apparent intent of Congress mandates an absolutely colorblind stan-
dard in the application of Sections 1981 and 1982, particularly since 
the Fai~ Housing Act, which permits benign race-conscious .measures, 
rests on the same constitutional foundation. Under this view, benign 
race-conscious activity is consistent with Sections 1981 an9 1982. 
~ee, Note, Benign Steering and Benign Quotas, 93 Harv. L. Rev. 938, 
948 n.74 (1980); Brown, Givelber & Subrin, Treating Blacks as if 
They Were White: Problems of Definition and Proof in Section 1982 
Cases, 124 U. Pa. L. Rev. l, 7 n.20, 15-16 n.53 (1975). 
Fourteenth Amendment Challenges 
We turn next to attacks under the Fourteenth Amendment to the 
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Constitution of the United States. The Fourteenth Amendment pro-
11 
vides, in relevant part: j 
II 
AMENDMENT XIV. J 
Section 1. All persons born or naturalized in the 
United States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, 
are citizens of the United States and ·of the State 
wherein they reside. No State shall make or enforce 
any law which shall abridge the privileges or immuni-
ties of citizens of the United States; nor shall 
any State deprive any person of life, liberty, or 
property, without due process of law; nor deny to 
any person within its jursidiction the equal protec-
tion of the laws. 
Two complaints are possible under the Fourteenth Amendment. 
One is that the Integration Maintenance Program violates the "equal 
protection of the laws" clause of the Amendment; the other that the 
methods by which areas are designated for special attention by real 
estate firms violate the "due process of law" clause. 
A threshold issue in any complaint brought under the Fourteenth 
Amendment is whether the incident or situation complained of was 
brought about by "state act! on." Generally, the courts 1 ook at the 
challenged actions to see if a sufficiently close nexus exists be-
tween the state (in this case the Village government) and the action, 
50 that it is fair to regard the' action as governmentally sponsored. 
Jackson v. Metropolitan Edison Co., 419 U.S. 345, 351 (1974); See, 
Moose Lodge No. 107 v. Irvis, 407 U.S. 163, 173 (1972). Where no 
state action has caused the event, there is no violation of the 
Fourteenth Amendment. See, ~· Dayton Board of Education v. 
Brinkman, 433 U.S. 406 (1977); Austin Independent School District v. 
United States, 429 U.S. 990, 991 (1976); Pasadena City Board of 
Education v. Spangler, 427 U.S. 424 (1976). 
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The direct actions of Park Forest officials and employees are, 
of course, governmental actions when they occur as a normal incident 
of the employee's or official's job. It is also likely that the 
actions of the South Suburban Housing Center would be view.ed as 
"state action" for the purposes of the Fourteenth Amendment. The 
Housing Center is supported by Park Forest funds, and undertakes its 
integration.activities at the direct request of the Village. Other 
governmental bodies contribute additional funds to the Center's. opera-
tion. The working relationship between the Center's staff and 
Village officials is close and abiding, as indeed it must be in order 
to effectuate the aims of the Integration Maintenance Program. Fre-
quent and informal communication between the Village and the Center 
is vital to achieve smooth coordination of the different aspects of 
the Integration Maintenance Program under the control of ea·ch of 
these bodies. However, this close coordination clearly demonstrates 
the unity of purpose and direction shared by the Village and the 
Housing Center. Viewing the activities of the Village and the Center 
in their totality, it seems that they have a sufficiently close nexus 
to make it fairly likely that they would be regarded as "state action" 
for the purpose of the Fourteenth Amendment. 
A. Equal Protection Challenge 
It is possible that a complaint could be made that the operation 
of the Park Forest Integration Maintenance Pro~ram constitutes a vio-
lation of the equal protection clause by favoring one group over 
another in the provision of housing. Such a challenge could come 
from a real estate firm if the Village sought to apply sanctions to 
real estate agents who did not comply with the Village's expectations, 
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or from potential purchasers or residents who are denied access 
to rehabilitation grants or other Village resources because their 
needs are not consistent with the aims of the Integration Maintenance 
Program. In analyzing complaints of denial of equal protection of 
the laws under the Fourteenth Amendment, an initial task is to 
identify the standard of review that a court would utilize on its 
review of the benign (i.e. lack of intent to promote segregation), 
but racially conscious, Park Forest Integration Maintenance Program. 
The courts have traditionally invoked a standard of "strict scrutiny" 
whenever governmental actions are alleged to injure protected groups 
(such as blacks), or infringe upon a fundamental individual right or 
protected interest. Se~,~..:..• _!_n re Griffiths, 413 U.S. 717, 721 
(1973); _Korematsu v. United States, 323 U.S. 214, 216 (1944). The 
strict scrutiny test has been variously formulated by the courts as 
requiring the state to justify its actions by showing that they served 
an "overriding interest," Mclaughlin v. Florida_, 379 U.S. 184, 196 
(1964), or a "compelling interest," Graham v. Richardson, 403 U.S. 365, 
375 (1971). After a state demonstrates that a compelling interest 
exists to justify its actions, it must then demonstrate that no al-
ternative, less intrusive action would substantially achieve the 
compelling interest. Hunter v. Erickson, 393 U.S. 385, 392 (1969); 
Lee v. Nyquist, 318 F. Supp. 710 (W.D.N.V. 1970). Courts are divided, 
however, on whether the strict scrutiny test should apply with fu11· 
force to governmental actions based on racial considerations, but 
with a benign objective such as the promotion of integration or the 
elimination of segregation, or whether some standard of review less 
40 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
demanding on the government should be applied to the government's 
actions' taken with such a benign purpose in mind. See Regents of 
the University of California v. Bakke, 438 U._S. 265, 359-362 (1978) 
(Brennan, White, Marshall, and Blackmun, JJ., applying a less de-
manding standard than strict scrutiny to benign racial actions); 
Linmark Associations, Inc. v. Wi11ingboro, 431 U.S. 85, ·95 (1977). 
While there is no definitive resolution of the issue of the proper 
standard of review to be used in benign race-conscious cases, even 
the strictest standard of scrutiny adopted by the courts allows for 
some race-conscious actions where they are necessary to serve a com-
pe11 ing. state objective. Whi1e the courts may ultimately adopt a less 
restrictive standard of review for benign race-conscious activity, a 
prudent course for purposes of this analys·is is to assume. that the 
Integration Maintenance Program of Park Forest would be reviewed by 
a court utilizing the strict scrutiny standard. We must then determine 
if the Integration Maintenance Program of Park Forest can survive such 
a test. 
Peaceful and stable racial integration of housing is clearly a 
national goal of very high priority. Gladstone, Realtors v. Village 
of Be11wood, 441 U.S. 91, 111 (1979); Linmark Associates, Inc. v. 
Willingboro, 431 U.S. 85, 95; United States v. Real Estate One, Inc., 
433 F. Supp. 1140, 1144 (E.D. Mich. 1977). Whi1e the Fair Housing 
Act and other federal laws.do not establish an outright duty to af-
firmatively market housing so as to integrate· communities, United 
States v. Rea 1 Estate One, supra_ at 1150, vo 1 untary integration 
programs which go beyond statutory and constitutional requirements 
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are encouraged by the courts. Parent Association of Andrew Jackson 
High School v. Ambach, 598 F.2d 705, 714 (2d Cir. 1979). Cf-=-, 
Gladstone, Realtors v. Village of Bellwood, supra at lll; United 
States v. State of Wisconsin, 395 F. Supp. 732, 734 (W.D. Wisc. 1975). 
The courts also repeatedly have emphasized that stable 
integration of housing, not a brief period of integration followed 
by a .resegregation of the neighborhood jnto a new black ghetto, is 
the real goal of the Fair Housing Act and other federal laws. Glad-
stone, Realtors v. Village of Bellwood, 441 U.S. 91, lll (1979). 
)"larrick Realty v. City of Gary, Indiana, 491 F.2d 161, 164· (7th Cir. 
1974); Otero v. New York Housing Authority, 484 F.2d 1122, 1140 
(2d Cir. 1973); Zuch v. Hussey, 394 F. Supp. 1028, 1050 (E.D. Mich. 
1975). A feigned or exaggerated fear of white fl i gh.t and consequent 
resegregation, however, may not be used by governmental authorities 
as a mask to disguise actions taken in reality to perpetuate and 
accomodate the prejudices of whites. See Parent Association of 
Andrew Jackson High School v. Ambach, 598 F.2d 703, 719 (2d Cir. 
1979); Monroe v. Board of Commissioners, 391 U.S. 450, 459 (1968); 
cf., Wright v. Council of the City of Emporia, 442 F.2d 570, 573 
(4th Cir. 1971), reversed on other grounds, 407 U.S. 451 (1972). 
The i.ntent of a governmenta 1 body to cause raci a 1 segregation, · 
rather than racial integration, is shown by its policy and practice, 
see Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of Education, 402 U.S. l, 
18-19 (1971), or by its pattern of behavior, Parent Association of 
. -
Andrew Jackson High School v. Ambach, 598 F.2d 705, 713 (2d Cir. 
1979). 
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The Integration Maintenance Program of Park Forest was clearly 
enacted to serve the national goal of open housing. See Village 
Resolution R-73-72 (Nov. 12, 1973) (creating the integration-main-
tenance program). The long history of Park Forest's promotion of 
integrated housing demonstrates beyond all doubt that the Village's 
support o.f integration is genuine, and not simply a sham. See, · 
~· Fair Housing Ordinance of the Village of Park Forest, Ord. 
No. 649 (Jan. 29, 1968); Village Resolution R-73-72 (Nov. 12, 1973) 
(reaffirming the Village commitment to open housing and establishing 
the integration-maintenance program); Village Resolution R-77-2 
(Jan. 10, 1977) (calling for national and state integra~ion-mainte­
nance programs); "Instructions to Village Employees For Answering 
Questions With Respect to Local Residence of Members of the Negro 
Race" (Village Memorandum, July 27, 1959) (guaranteeing Negro resi-
dents the same protection of the law as afforded to whites). This 
commitment to the national goal of open housing should survive scru-
tiny as a compelling state interest. 
The second facet of the standard of review requires a showing 
that the challenged program is necessary to the achievement of the 
compelling state interest. Linmark Associates, Inc. v. Willingboro, 
431 U.S. 85, 95. (1977). T.he necessity for the integration-mainte-
nance program is shown in the history of integratfon in Park Forest. 
Several times in the history of Park Forest, concentrations of 
black families in a sma 11 geographi ca 1 area have threatened to spark 
a flight of white families from the area. See, DeMarco, "A History 
of the Housing Integration of Park Forest," reproduced in, Onderdonk, 
DeMarco & Cardona, Integration in Housing: A Plan for Racial Diversity 
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90 (1977). In 1971 and 1972, residents of the Eastgate and Lincoln-
wood subsections of the Village were concerned about possible de-
clines in property values resulting from overconcentrations of black 
students in the school system and clustering of black families in 
the area. Id. at 97. The school concentrations had been caused 
largely by the rapid resegregation of an area of Chicago Heights 
adjoining Park Forest which utilized the same schools as Park Forest 
residents. The Village supported a school desegregation plan that · 
reduced the minority concentrations in the schools, and reduced, but 
did not eliminate entirely, the flight of white families from the 
district. Id. at 97-98. Residents of the area were also assured 
of continuing Village services, and real estate brokers were alerted 
to the concerns of the residents about the clustering. Id. 97-98. 
Again in 1973, the residents of West Lincolnwood became alarmed 
when several homes in close proximity to one another were all sold to 
'black families within a short period of time. The Village President 
urged residents not to panic, and he asked real estate brokers to 
make special efforts to show other homes in the area to whites as 
well as blacks to avoid creation of a mini-ghetto. Id. at 100. 
At about the same time, another clustering problem arose in 
three of the five housing cooperatives in a different section of the 
·village. Investigation showed that the increasing concentrations of 
minority residents in ~hese cooperatives were partly the result of 
racial steering practices by another cooperative, and partly caused 
by the "self-steering" of the tenants as they chose apartments in 
sections near others of their own race. The Fair Housing Board took 
action to halt the illegal steering practices. However, the 
44 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
·I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
cooperatives had to adopt a mini-integration maintenance plan to 
counter the self-steering of the tenants. Incoming tenants were 
urged to take apartments in such a way as to e'ven out the di stri bu-
ti on of minority and majority families. Advertising was selectively 
aimed at attracting additional white tenants to offset the already 
large black demand for the apartments. Id. at 103. 
It is significant that the clustering of black residents in the 
cooperatives, and in other Park Forest situations, has often been 
partly caused by self-steering of the residents themselves rather 
than racial steering by a real estate broker or salesman. Simple 
enforcement of the Fair Housing Act's prohibition of racial steering 
is ineffective in preventing self-steeri~g by prospective residents, 
because the real estate agent has not violated the Act. The high 
mobility of Americans in general may result in racial change of a 
neighborhood without any overt illegal behavior by real estate 
agents, if white demand for housing declines while black demand in-
creases. See, ~, Note, Benign Steering and Benign Quotas: The 
Validity of Race-Conscious Government Policies to Promote Residential 
Integration, 93 Harv. L. Rev. 938, 942 (1980); C. Rapkin & W. Grigsby, 
The Demand for Housing in Racially Mixed Areas 52-53 (1960). 
Further, most analysts of racial change in residential neighbor-
hoods agree that there is a ''tipping point'' in the process, a point 
when the proportion of black residents is so high that white depar-
ture from the area is greatly accelerated and becomes irreversible. 
See,~, Otero v. New York City Housing Authority, 484 F.2d 1122, 
1135 (2d Cir. 1973); King v. Harris, 464 F. Supp. 827, 842 (E.D.N.Y. 
1979); Zuch v. Hussey, 394 F. Supp. 1028, l 032 ( E. D. Mi ch. 1975); 
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accord, Gladstone, Realtors v. Village of Bellwood, 441 U.S. 91, 
' 
110 (1979); Parent Ass'n of Andrew Jackso~ High School v. Ambach, 598 
F.2d 705, 709 (2d Cir. 1979); Barrick Realty, inc. v. City of Gary, 
Indiana, 491 F.2d 161, 163 (7th Cir. 11974); g..e._ also, Note, Benign 
Steering and Benign Quotas, 93 Harv. L. Rev. 938, 942 (1980); Kaplan, 
Equal Justice in an Unequal World -- The Problem of Special Treatment, 
61 Nw. U. L. Rev. 388, 390 (1966). Actual determination of when the 
"tipping point" has been reached is very difficult to ma'ke, and esti-
mates of what proportion of black residents is sufficient to consti-
tute a tipping danger vary greatly. See, ~· Note, Benign Steering 
and Benign Quotas, supra at 942 (estimating 25% to 30%); Navasky, The 
Benevolent Housing Quota, 6 How. L. J. 30, 34-35 (1960) (estimating 
20% to 60%); Levin & Moise, _School Desegregation Litigation in the 
Seventies and the Use of Social Science Evid~nce: An Annotated 
Guide, Law & Contemp. Prob., Winter 1975, at 50, 97 n.277 (estimat-
ing 6% to 50%). 
Criteria considered ·by the courts in determining whethe,r an area 
has reached or is approaching the ''tipping point'' include: (1) the 
.. 
gross numbers of mi norfty group fami 1 i es in a mea'surable ecoriomi c or 
social group which.are likely to affect adversely Area conditions;. 
(2) the quality of community services and. faciJ.ities; and (3) the 
attitudes of majority group reside'nts who n'light be persuaded by their 
subjective reactions to the first ·and second criteria to leave the 
Area. King v. Harris, 464 F. Supp. 8~7, 842 (E.D.N.Y. 1979); 
Trinity Episcopal School Corp. v. Romney, 387 F. Supp. 1044, 1065-66 
(S.D.N.Y. 1974), affirmed on tippiM_ '5p F.2d 88 (2d Cir. 1975). 
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The .difficulty of determining precisely when an area has 
reactied the "tipping point" is due primarily to the wide range of 
possible·subjective reactions of incumbent white residents towards 
the entry of minority families. King v. Harris, supra· at 843. A 
village that ignores the reactions of incumbent white residents until 
whites begin to flee the area in earnest may find the situation al-
ready beyond salvage. See, ~· Lauber, Integration Takes More than 
a Racial Quota, Planning Apr.-May 1974 at 14 (describing the case of 
South Shore, a Chicago neighborhood which began a program of integra-
tion maintenance only after the area was already 30% black. Whites 
continued to exit from the area, and seven years later the neighbor-
hood was nearly all black); DeMarco, "A History of the Housing Inte-
gration of Park Forest," supra at 95 (Beacon Hil 1 s, a neighborhood of 
Chicago Heights that attempted to stabilize integration when the black 
population constituted about 25% of the total, failed to stem white 
flight when an adjoining area's resegregation increased white fears). 
_The fear expressed by white residents of the Eastgate and Lincoln-
wood ·areas that their neighborhoods were undergoing a racial change 
and resegregation was sufficient to arouse .a reasonable concern by 
Park Forest officials that whites would begin to depart the area 
unless something was done. Similarly, the general increase in num-
bers of black residents in the Village throughout the early l970's 
increased the likelihood that self-steering would lead to other 
clusters of minority families, such as those experienced by the 
cooperatives. Traditional enforcement methods against real estate 
firm steering were ineffective in preventing self-steering. Only an 
affirmative marketing plan that maintained housing demand by whites 
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to offset the normal attrition of white resid~nts c6uld Rrevent in-
creasing danger of tipping of Park Forest ne,ighborhoods. Further, 
it would be unreasonable, and perilous, to reqJire the Vi·llage to 
wait to take action until whites actually began to move put of Park 
Forest in large numbers. Decisive action was, and is, necessary 
while the situation can still be controlled. 
It is also hard to conceive of less intrusive alternative 
actions available to the Village that would hal!e' served the same· 
needs. The Integration Maintenance Program does not prevent blacks 
from access to Park Forest neighborhoods, nor does it deny blacks 
or whites information about available housing where they. have re-
quested such housing information. The Program, at most, makes addi-
tional information available without request, in a manner that will 
serve to protect the integrated status of Vi 11 age neighborhoods. 
Prospective residents are free to choose whether the marketing aspects 
of the Integration Maintenance Program are congruent with their own 
needs, and free. to disregard the advice of the marketing aspects of 
.the Program if they so choose. 
Simple advertising aimed at attracting white'. demand for housing 
in the Village produces some similar positive results. However, such 
advertising may not reach all prospective residents, and is less 
effective in countering self-steering when prosepctive residents be-
gin looking at housing in the Village. Only a plan that makes such 
potential residents aware of integrated housing opportunities at the 
time they are actually making their decision can be.truly effective 
in preventing clustering. 
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In summary, the Integration Mainterwnce ·Pri~J~am of Park Forest 
v 
should meet the twofold test of the staridard'.~f;·r~vie,w. It clearly 
s:rves a compelling state interest of very high p),ioritY, the crea-
tion and maintenance of stable integrateg re~.ide~'tial rn~ighborhoods. 
' . .. 
The Program is also clearly necessary to effeytuate 'the compelling 
state interest. Clustering and decline of whitJ demand for housing 
can slowly erode the proportion of white residents. in Park, Forest 
until a "tipping point" is reached, and white .departure becomes irre-
versible. Unfavorable white reactions' ·to past minority clustering 
demonstrate that the danger is real, not. merely academic.; Only a 
program undertaken in advance of actual white flight can be effective 
in preventing resegregation. While enforc~ment of anti-steering 
provisions of the Fair Housing Act may prevent racial steering by 
real estate agents it is not effective in preventing self-steering 
by potential residents. Only the affirmative marketing program may 
prevent self-steering. The Park Forest Ilitegration Maintenance pro-
gram· is therefore consistent with the "equal protection of the laws" 
clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. 
B. Due Process Challenge 
The actions of Village officials or of the staff of the South 
Suburban Housing Center, particuJarly in f(laking decisions necessary 
to carry out the Integration Maintenance Program, could be subject 
to attack as being in violation of the procedural due process guar-
antees of the Fourteenth Amendment .. As we wi11 discuss. below, how-
ever, the li.kelihood of such a challenge being successful is quite 
small. 
,, 
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An initial task facing a complainant alleging denial or pro-
cedural due process lies in demonstrating that the government's 
actions threaten to deprive him of a protected in.terest in life, 
liberty, or property. Although this task would be formidable in a 
challenge of the Integration Maintenance Program, it is conceivable 
that a real estate broker could argue that the program has damaged 
his real estate business and thus injured a protected property inter-
est. 
Assuming arguendo that a real estate broker could demonstrate 
injury to a protected interest, we must consider what procedural 
requirements the courts might impose upon Park Forest and the South 
Suburban Housing Center to satisfy due process. Wh·il e the protec-
tions of procedural due process are usually invoked t9 provide the 
injured party with a hearing before he is finally deprived of his 
property interest, see Goldberg v. Kelly, 397 U.S. 254 (1970), some 
courts are receptive to the argument that a governmental program 
administered without discernible standards constitutes a violation of 
procedural due process. See Holmes v. N.Y. City Housing Authority, 
' . 
398 F.2d 262 (2d Cir. 1968). In this context, while a real estate 
broker could not contest under the due process clause the general 
necessity for a pl~n such as the Park Forest Integration Maintenance 
Program, ~e could argue that the standards for determining which 
geographic areas are racially underrepresented are arbitrary, in-
consistently applied, based on inadequate information, or are even 
nonexistent. 
The apparent confusion between staff of the Housing Center and 
the Assistant to the Village Manager for Integration Maintenance over 
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the standard to be used in determining whether an area is under-
represented in persons of a specifi,c r.ace may only reflect differ-
' ences in the way these parties articulate their un·derstanding· of the 
standard. However, if the ·difference in the articulation is reflec-
tive of a genuine misunderstanding of the methodology to be used in 
determining whether an area is underrepresented, then the Integra-
tion Maintenance Program is vulnerable to a complaint of arbitrary 
and inconsistent application of the substantive rules enacted by the 
legislative body. This vulnerability would be easily eliminated by 
a clear articulation by Village officials of the standard to be used 
in deciding whether an area merits special attention by real estate 
firms, and by making certain that the Housing Center staff respon-
sible for carrying out the program unders·tand the standard they are 
to use. 
Perhaps more serious is the inefficient and incomplete method 
of gathering information about the racial composition of the neigh-
borhoods affected ·by the Integration Maintenance Program. Some of 
the information used by the Housing Center staff is stale, some is 
inefficient as a guide to actual housing patterns, and some is based 
on little more than the illfounded personal impressions of acquaint-
ances of the Housing Center staff. This is not the fault of the 
Housing Center staff. They have used considerable ingenuity and ini-
tiative in obtaining information about housing patterns from a vari-
ety of indirect sources. However, the data obtpined in this manner 
is far less enlightening than would be data from an accurate survey. 
ln·King v. Harris, 464 F. Supp. 827, 840-41 (E.D.N.Y. 1979), 
the district court reviewed the action of HUD in placing a low-income 
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high-rise apartment complex in an area that had undergone a recent 
rapid increase in the number of resident minority families. HUD had. 
relied on outdated 1970 census data taken prior to the demogr,aphic 
changes in the neighborhood, and HUD resisted obtaining more current 
data on its own. The court held that HUD acted arbitrarily and· 
capriciously when it based its determination on outdated census sta-
tistics. Mere administrative convenience cannot justify the use of 
such data where the effect is to prolong and intensify an unhealthy 
situation, the court held. As a result, HUD was required to look 
beyond the census statistics and the census' arbitrary boundaries to. 
ascertain the real changes in the neighborhood. Id. at 840-841. 
While the .!$_!E_g_ decision can be distinguished from the Park 
Forest situation, because HUD has an affirmative duty to determine 
the racial composition of an area so that its policies will foster 
stable integrated neighborhoods, see King v. Harris, supra at 841, 
the ·decision is still disquieting in its implications for other 
benign race-conscious pr.ograms using outdated or inaccurate informa-
tion. The collection of racial information for legitimate purposes 
has been upheld by the courts for some ti me. Contractors Ass' n of 
£astern Penn. v. Secretary of Labor, 442 F.2d 159, 166, 173 (3d Cir. 
1971); Smith v. Board of Educ. of Morrilton Sch. Dist. No. 32, 365 
F.2d 770, 779 (8th Cir. 1966); Hamm v. Virginia State Board of 
Elections,· 230 F. Supp. 156, 158 (E.D. Va. 1964), aff'd sub nom., 
Tancil v. Woolls, 379 U.S. 19 (1964). It therefore seems prµdent 
that the Village establish some permanent and ongoing mechanism to 
obtain current data on racial composition of neighborhoods it desig-
nates as underrepresented by persons of a specific race, and therefore 
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meriting affirmative action in the sale or rental of housing. 
First Amendment Challenges 
AMENDMENT. I . 
Congress shall make no law respecting an establish-
ment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise 
thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of 
the press; or the right of the people peaceably to 
assemble, and to petition the Government for a re-
dress of grievances. 
A real estate agent affected by the affinnative marketing program of 
Park Forest, or affected by the anti-steering tester's used by the 
Village to ensure compliance with the Fair Housing Act, might allege 
that these programs interfered with his rights of free speech by re-
quiring him to provide information to his clients in a selective 
fashion. See,~~· Arguilla-DeHaan Realtors v. Village of Country. 
·club Hills, No. 80 C 2070, slip op. (N .. D. Ill. Oct. 31, 1980). An-
other attack might be launched by the customers who allegedly were 
denied information. The first task in an analysis of this challenge 
is to determine whether the type of speech engaged in by the real 
estate salesman is protected by the First Amendment. 
Until recently, the Supreme Court considered "c"onimerci al speech" 
such as advertising, unprotected by the First Amendment, and thus 
subject to regulation by state or federal laws without regard to in-
fringement of free speech rights. See, ~Valentine v. Chrestensen, 
316 U.S. 52, 54-55 (1942). Breard v. Alexandria, 341 U.S. 622, 642-
43 (1951). Although individual Justices disagreed from time to time 
with the "commercial speech" exception to the First Amendment pro-
tections, see, e.g., Cammarano v. United States, 358 U.S. 498, 514 
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(1959) (Douglas, J., concurring); Lehman v. City of Shaker Heights, 
418 U.S. 298, 314 n.6 (1974) (Brennan, Stewart, Marshall and Powell, 
· JJ., dissenting), the doctrine itself remained intact until 1975. 
In Bigelow v. Virginia, 421 U.S. 809 (1975), the Court over-
turned a conviction for vi?lation of a Virginia statu'te outlawing 
the circulation of any publication encouraging or promoting abortions. 
While the Court noted that the Virginia courts erred in their assump-
tions that advertising, as such, was entitled to no First Amendment 
protection, Id. at 825-26, the Court's ruling was not a clear refuta-
tion of the "commercia.l speech" doctrine because the advertisement 
did "more than simply propose a commercial transaction. It contained 
factual material of clear· public interest.'' Id. at 822. In a later 
decision, Virginia Pharmacy Board v. Virginia Consumer Council, 425 
U.S. 748 (1976), the Court again held that commercial speech was not 
wholly outside the protection of the First Amendment; this time in 
the context of a state law prohibiting advertising by pharmacists of 
prescription drug prices. Id. at 761. While the Court recognized 
that some restrictions could be placed on speech of a commercial 
nature, such as restrictions on the time, place and manner of the 
advertising, or prohibitions of false or misleading advertising, 
Id. at 770-72, the fact that speech was oniy of a commercial nature, 
and not of general public interest, did not in its~lf remove it from 
the protection of the First Amendment. Id. at 762. 
The demise of the commerci a 1 speech doctrine was, therefore, 
virtually complete by the time the Supreme Court rendered its de-
cision in Linmark Associates, Inc. v. Township of Willingboro, 431 
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U.S. 85 (1977). In Linmar!_, the Court was presented with a First 
Amendment challenge by a real estate broker to a township ordinance 
prohibiting the posting of real estat~ for-sale and sold signs. The 
ord·inance had been enacted for the purpose of stemming white flight 
from the community after increasing numbers of blacks became resi-
dents. Id. at 87-88. In overturning the ordinance, the Court .first 
found that the ·,ordinance was not simply concerned with the place or 
manner of the prohibited speech for aesthetic values or any other 
value unrelated to the suppression of free speech. Instead, the 
township prohibited the signs precisely because it feared their 
primary effect, that people receiving the information would act on it. 
Id. at 94. The Court noted that where the township wished to regu-
late the content of the communication and not just its form, the 
townshi.p first must demonstrate a strong state interes't to be served, 
and then, second, demonstrate that the ban was necessary to achieve 
the interest. Id. at 95. 
The Court agreed that promotion of stable integrated housing 
was a sufficiently strong national goal 'to meet the first test, but 
disagreed that the ordinance was necessary to achieve the goal so as 
to satisfy the second test. Id. at 95. The Court found that the facts 
in Linmark were unpersuasive in demonstrating an actual panic ·among 
white residents, or that a ban of signs would halt the exodus if a 
panic existed. More seriously, however, was the township's action in 
denying information to residents that was neither false nor mislead-
ing, because it feared they would act on the information in a way 
inconsistent with the township's interest. Followed to its logical 
conclusion, ·such a doctrine would allow any community to supress 
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information that reflected poorly on it. A better method, the Court 
held, was to open the channels of communication rather than close 
them, and provide enough additional information so that citizens could 
make an informed choice in their own self interests. Id. at 96-g7. 
The three recent Supreme Court cases indicate with ~ubstantial 
certainty that the Court would consider the information given by a 
real estate agent to his customers to be within at least some ?rotec-
tions of the First Amendment, especially where the Village attempted 
to restrict the content, rather than the form, of the communications 
between the real estate agent and his clients. We must consider, 
then, whether the affirmative marketing program of the Village can 
survive the test articulated by the Court in Linmark: First, that a 
strong interest exists to justify the Village's actions, and second, 
that the actions themselves are necessary to achieve the interest. 
' ' 
The first test is easily met. The preservation of stable, in-
tegrated housing is an important national goal, as recognized in 
Linmark itself, supra at 95, and in the discussion earlier. 
The second te.st, necessity of the program, has been discussed 
above with reference to the strict scrutiny test. As noted in that 
discussion, the marketing program is necessary to overcome the self-
steering of prospective residents at the time they are actually 
making their decisions about housing. No other alternative action 
available to the Village would be as effective as direct input of 
housing "option expanding" information at this critical decision-
making moment. 
Perhaps even more significantly, the actions of Park Forest and 
the Housing Center can be distinguished from the ban of for-sale 
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signs adopted by Wi 11 i ngboro. Unlike that ordi nan·ce, which sought to 
limit information available to citizens of the township, the Park 
Forest program encourages intelligent decisions by prospective resi~ 
dents by opening the channels of communication and providing the 
information that will lead to an informed choice in the new resi-
dent's own interests. This approach is precisely in line with the 
suggestions of Linmark, ~a at 97, and Virginia Pharmacy Board v. 
Virginia Consumer Council, 425 U.S. 748 770 (1976), and in accord 
with the First Amendment. The affirmative marketing program should, 
therefore, survive an attack under the First Amendment. 
Challenge to the Jurisdiction of the Village 
A final issue to be considered concerns the jurisdiction of the 
. Village of Park Forest to take actions under its Integration Mainte-
nance Program that have effects outside the borders of the Village. 
These actions include the testing of real estate firms whose offices 
are beyond the.Village's borders, and the encouraging of real estate 
agents to refer clients to areas outside of Park Forest that are 
underrepresented by persons of the race of the client. Objections 
might be lodged by citizens of other communities, governmental units 
of other communities, or by citizens of Park Forest that these actions 
overstep the jurisdiction of Park Forest and that they are, therefore, 
a misuse of tax revenues. 
Legislative grants of power to municipalities in Illinois rela-
tive· to fair housing practices occur under two major provi.sions: 
Section 11-11.1-1 of the Illinois Muni~ipal Code, Ill. Rev. Stat. ch. 
24, § 11-11.1-1 (1977), and the "home rule" provision of the Illinois 
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Constitution, Ill. Const. art. VII,§ 6(a) (1970). Section 11-11.1-1 
provides, in relevant part: 
The corporate authorities of any municipality may 
enact ordinances prescribing fair housing practices, 
establishing FairHousing or Human Relations Commis-
sions and standards for the operation of such Com-
missions in the administering and enforcement of 
such ordinances, prohibiting discrimination based 
on race, color, religion, sex, creed, ancestry, 
national origin, or physical or mental handicap 
in, the listing, sale, assignment, exchange, trans-
fer, lease, rental or financing of real property 
for the purposes of the residential occupancy 
thereof, and prescribing penalties for violations 
of such ordinances. 
Ill. Rev. Stat. Ch. 24, § 11-11.1-1 (1977). 
The home rule provision of the Illinois Constitution provides, in 
relevant part: 
A county which has a chief executive officer 
e 1 ected by the e 1 ectors of the county and any 
municipality which has a population of mpre 
than 25,000 are home rule unit~. Other munici-
palities may elect by referendum to become home 
rule units. Except as limited by this Section, 
a home rule unit may exercise any power and per- , 
form any function pertaining to its government 
and affairs including, but not limited to, the 
power to regulate for the protection of public 
health, safety, morals and welfare; to license; 
to tax; and to incur debt. 
11 l. Const. a rt. VI I , § 6 (a) ( 19 70) . 
While these provisions clearly legitimize enactment of a Fair Housing 
Ordinance within the Village of Park Forest, neither clearly grants 
the Village authority to go beyond its borders to serve the cause of 
open housing. We must, therefore, look further to find a legal basis 
for these extraterritorial actions. 
Federal courts have often relied on the Fair Housing Act to up-
hold the authority of muni ci pal it i es, to use testers to check whether 
real estate salesmen cpmply with the anti-steering provisions of that 
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Act. Gladstone, Rea]to_r~_y~_J!_j~e of Bellwood, 441 U.S. 91, 111 
(1979); Sherman Park Community Association v. Wauwatosa Realty Co., 
486 F .. Supp. 838 (E.D. Wisc. 1980); Village 6f Bellwood v. Dwayne 
Realty, 482 F. Supp. 1321 (N.D. Ill. 1979); Wheatley Heights Neigh-
borhood Coalition v. Jenna Resales Co., 429 F. Supp. 486 (E.D.N.Y. 
1977); Northside· Realty Associates, Inc. v. Chapman, 411 F. Supp. 
1195 (N.D. Geo. 1976); United States v. State of Wisconsin, 395 F. 
Supp. 732 (W.D. Wisc. 1975); ~uch v. Husse.Y., 394 F. Supp. 1028, 1051 
(E.D. Mich. 1975). In one instance, a federal court invalidated a 
state statute that outlawed the use of testers as inconsistent with 
the aims of the Fair Housing Act. ynited States v. State of Wisconsin, 
supra. In these cases, the courts have. held that the authority for 
use of the testers was implied from the purpose of the Fair Housing 
Act to provide "for fair housing throughout the United States," 42 
U.S.C. § 3601 (1977), see,~· Sherman Park Community Association 
v. Wauwatosa Realty Co., supr~; United States v. State of Wisconsin, 
supra at 734; or implied by the provi·sions of the Fair Housing Act 
which prohibit real estate agents steering, 42 U.S.C. § 3604, see, 
~. Village of Bellwood v. Dwayne Realty, supra; Wheatley Heights 
Nei.ghborhood Coalition v. Jenna Resales Co., supra; Zuch v. Hussey, 
supra at·l051, or that the testers were protected by Section 3617 of 
the Act, which provides that it shall be ''unlawful to coerce, inti-
midate, threaten', or interfere with any person ... on account of 
his having aided or encouraged any other person in the exercise or 
enjoyment of, any right granted or protected." by the Fair Housing 
Act. 42 U.S.C. § 3617 (1977). See, Northside Realty Associates, 
Inc. v. Chapman, supra at 1199. These decisions solidly support 
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the use of testers by Park Forest, and they provide a basis for argu-
ment that other extraterritorial actions of the Village are similarly 
protected under the Fair Housing Act. 
Federal courts have recognized that housing ma!'.kets and neigh-
borhoods transcend the political boundaries of governmental units. 
See, e.g., Hills v. Gautreaux, 425 U.S. 284, 299 and n.15 (1976). 
Davis v. Board of School Commissioners of Mobile County, 402 U.S. 33 
(1971). King v. Harris, 464 F. Supp. 827, 539 (E.D.N.Y. 1979). 
United States v. Board of Education of the City of Chicago, No. 80 C 
5124, slip op. (N.D. Ill. Jan. 6, 1980) (Consent Decree provided for 
Chicago School Board to involve other local governments in the 
desegregation'process, encourage voluntary interdistrict pupil trans-
fers to promote integration in the larger metropolitan area, and 
required the Department of Justice to investigate the possibility 
that the school districts outside of Chicago may have acted in effect 
as a metropolitan school district and may have contributed to the 
segregation of Chicago schools.). The implication of these decisions 
is that the stability of integration in one area is dependent on the 
events occuring throught the larger housing market. 
Park Forest's experience substantiates this view. The rapid 
resegregati on of the Beacon Hills and Forest Hi 11 s neighborhoods of 
Chicago Heights continues to depress white demand for housing in the 
adjacent areas of Park Forest. The influx.of large numbers of minor-
ity children into the school system shared.by Chi;ago Heights and 
Park Forest has, at ti·mes, placed additiona·1"strii!SS on the racjal 
stability of Park Forest. Clearly, the Village could not ignore 
these events simply because they occurred outs.ide its political bound-
aries. 
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Further, the continued refusal of nearby suburbs to encourage 
entrance of minority- residents limits the housing choices available 
to minority buyers, and increases t~e minority demand for housing in 
villages with an open housing policy, like Park Fo~est. The result-
ant increase in numbers 'of minority residents in Park Forest en-
dangers the stabili.ty of the integration of Park Forest neighborhoods. 
Limiting Parl Forest to efforts with effects only within the political 
boundaries of the Village itself ignores the effect within the Village 
.. 
of the.se actions by others outside. Such a limitation creates "th·e 
anomaly that the few communities conscientiously battling housing 
discrimination ~nd racial prejudice are extremely vulnerab1e to 
tipping and eventual resegregation." Note, Benign Steering and 
'Benign Quotas, 93 Harv. L. Rev. 938, 956-57 (1980), see_, also, T. 
Clark, Blacks in Suburbs, ll (1919). Unless the Village is allowed 
to attack the limitationsoon minority housing opportunities created 
by prejudicial actions of other neighborhoods external to the Village 
itself, but within the larger housing market, the stability of inte-
gration within Park .Fore~t ultimately remains question.able, and the 
purposes of the Fair Housing Act are not served. Action by the 
Viliage to combat these h~using abuses beyond its borders js there-
fore authorized by Sections 3681· and 3604 of the Fair Housing Act. 
4.2 U.S.C. §§ 3601 a,nd 3604 (1977). 
In addition, since the V.illage's actions are aimed at encourag-
• ing ·other persons. "in' the exerci-se o.r enjoyment of, any right granted 
.... , 
or protected" by .the Fa'ir Housing'Act, 42 U.S.C. § 3617, the actions 
• 
are not only consistent with the Act, they are affirmatively pro-
tected by the Act from interference, coercion, threats or intimidation 
• 
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by others. The district court in ~or,ths i de Realty Associates, Inc. 
v. Chapman, 411 F. Supp. 1195, 1199 (N.D. Geo. 1976), held that the 
protection of Section 3617 included not only the right to be free of 
actual punishment for actions to aid others in exercise of their fair 
housing rights, but the right to be free from any attempt to punish 
the actions. The court granted removal to federal court of a civil 
suit by real estate agents against testers in the state court, since 
the testers had a right to be free of any prosecution in state court 
for their actions to guarantee minority housing rights under the Fair 
Housing Act. Id. at 1199. A similar interpretation of Park Forest's 
rights under the act would insure that any challenge to the jurisdic-
tion of Park Forest's Integration Maintenance Program would be heard 
by the federal courts under the Fair Housing Act, and not by state 
courts under state laws. The decisions discussed above regarding the 
Fair Housing Act would, therefore, likely be controlling in any deter-
mination of the Village's authority to act beyond its borders. 
A final argument should be considered, that the extraterritorial 
actions of Park Forest may be not only consistent with the Fair Hous-
ing Act and protected by it, but actually mandated by the Act. At 
present, the affirmative marketing program encourages real estate 
sales staff to refer minority buyers to areas other than Park Forest 
where minority residents are underrepresented. Thus, minority per-
sons searching for housing in the south suburbs of Cook County are 
aided by the marketing program in finding alternate housing at the 
same time as they are encouraged not to take up residence in areas 
where other minority persons already live. The minority buyer's 
overall freedom of choice is therefore not denied ·by the affirmative 
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marketing program. If, however, the program simply encouraged the 
prospective minority resident not to seek housing in Park Forest with-
out offering alternate choices in other suburban areas, the prospec-
tive resident might easily be left with only the housing choice of 
residing in an existing ghetto. The chance of living in an integrated 
community might be effectively denied him, 
' While the courts have recognited that it may be necessary to 
1-imit some immediate minority opportunites to achieve longer range 
beneficial results, Parent Associaiton of Andrew Jackson High School 
v. Ambach, 598 F.2d 705, 719 (2d Cir. 1979); Barrick Realty, Inc. v. 
City of Gary, Indiana, 491 F.2d 161, (7th Cir. 1974); Otero v. New 
York Housing Authority, 484 F.2d 1122, 1125, 1134 (2d Cir. 1973); 
Shannon v. Department of HUD, 436 F.2d 809, 812, 820-21 (3d Cir. 1970); 
King v. Harris, 464 F. Supp. 827, 837 (E.D.N.Y. 1979); Zuch v. Hussey, 
394 F. sup~. 1028, 1050 (E.D. Mich. 1975), none of the courts has 
placed the entire burden of desegregation on minority persons. An 
affirmative marketing program that was ihsensitive to the continuing 
segregation of neighboring white colflllunities might easily fail the 
strict· scrutiny test, and be disallowed by the courts altogether. It 
is therefore possible that efforts by Park Forest to deflect minority 
purchasers and renters from Village neighborhoods, without concurrent 
good-faith efforts by the Village to open up the closed communities 
nearby, would violate the aims of the Fair Housing Act. This view 
strongly suggests that the .. extraterritorial actions of the Village 
of Park Forest should continue as a component of the Integration 
Maintenance Program. 
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Implications for Other Actions 
As challenges are mounted in the courts against integration main-
tenance programs around the nation, the courts may articulate a more 
relaxed standard of review for the programs than the strict scrutiny 
test employed in this analysis. One possible test discussed earlier 
was the less demanding, intermediate standard used by the four con-
curring Justices in Bakke. In the absence of such an expressi'on by 
the courts, however, prudence dictates that any new component being 
considered for inclusion in the Park Forest Integration Maintenance 
Program be evaluated in light of the strict scrutiny test. 
It is the nature of the strict scrutiny test that greater justi-
fication is needed for greater intrusion by the.state into the pro-
tected rights and privileged of citizens. Where less intrusive 
practices would serve essentially the same governmental purposes, the 
courts invariably di sa 11 ow the more intrusive methods. 
The.implication of this standard for Park Forest's Integration 
Maintenance Program is that so long as the current methods suffice 
to prevent danger of resegragation of the Village's neighborhoods, 
more aggressive methods will not be allowed if those methods intrude 
·upon protected rights and privileges. By the same token, if condi-
tions change, and resegregation becomes more likely, more aggressive 
and intrusive practices might survive the strict scr.uti ny test. 
This does not imply, however, that no changes can occur in the 
Integration Maintenance Program unless the external situation deter-
iorates. Some conceivable programs might be no more in.trusive than 
the current program, such as an increase in the direct counseling 
efforts by the Housing Center to potential residents of the Village 
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and surrounding areas. Other programs would not intrude upon any 
protected rights or privileges, such as advertising efforts topic-
ture the Village as a wholesome place to live, or an increase in 
Village efforts to rehabilitate deteriorated or abandoned houses. 
Generally, such increases in the current program would not be likely 
to fail the strict scrutiny test. 
It is instructive to consider how the strict scrutiny test 
might be applied to some more intrusive measures. One possible mea-
sure that the Village might enact would be a ban of real estate for-
sale signs from the lawn of Park Forest residences. Such bans have 
been reviewed by the courts in two major cases. In Barrick Realty, 
Inc. v. City of Gary, Indiana~ 491 F.2d 161 (7th Cir. 1974), the 
·seventh Circuit upheld such a ban. The court found that the ban was 
necessary to halt a wave of panic selling by white residents that was 
caused by the presence of large numbers of for-sa·le signs. The wave 
of panic selling justified the intrusion by the city on First Amend-
ment rights. Id. at 163-64. 
In Linmark Associates, Inc. v. Township of Willingboro, 431 U.S. 
85 (1977), the Supreme Court passed upon a similar ban enacted by the 
defendant township. In overruling the ban of for-sale signs, the 
Court noted that the record did not establish that a wave of panic 
selling existed in the township, and did not establish that the 
ban would. be effective in halting the exodus if in fact a panic did 
exist. Id. at 95. The Court went further, however, in implying 
that no sign ban would be allowed where it denied citizens information 
that was neither false nor misleading, Id. at 97. The Court clearly 
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prefecred methods that opened up communication to those that closed 
off information from the public. 
These two decisions taken together emphasize the importance of · 
the factual situation to the operation of strict scrutiny by the 
judiciary. Where the situation warranted a ban on the signs in 
Barrick, the court upheld the ban. In Linmark, by contrast, the 
factual context failed to establish the existence of a panic, and the 
ban no longer survived the Court's scrutiny. 
Additionally, the Court in Linmark articulated a serious reser-
vation about any ban of information in the absence of an emergency. 
Id. at g7. The implication ofthis reservation is that future sign 
bans will be viewed as very intrusi.ve on First Amendment rights, and 
will only be justified by the most clear and serious of threats to 
an important state interest. The Court reserved judgment on whether 
the facts of Barrick Realty would be sufficient in future cases to 
meet this higher standard . .19.!.. at 95 n.9. Given the serious reser-
vations of the Court, total bans of real estate signs should only be 
enacted by Park Forest in the most compelling of circumstances, where 
the facts tan demonstrate the existence of a panic directly attri-
butable to the placing of the real estate signs on Park Forest lawns. 
Another possible action by Park Forest might be an adoption .of 
an outright quota system for minority residency in some neighborhoods. 
A quota system differs from the current affirmative marketing pro-
gram primarily in its non-voluntary nature. Where sales or rental 
decisions are mad~ in violation of a quota, the Village would inter-
vene to prevent the transaction. Various types of quota systems are 
possible. One. system mi~ht simply establish a maximum ratio of 
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minority residents that would be permitted to inhabit a given area. 
Another system might be defined in terms of the proximity of black 
residents to one another, and establish some minimum distance that 
must exist between residences· occupied by minority families. Yet 
another system might require that sales be exclusively to either black 
or white families whenever the ratios of either grpup fell below a 
certain figure. Still other systems might be defined in terms of the 
numbers of persons referred to view the housing, the 1'traffic" in 
real estate sales jargon, rather than the actual numbers of persons 
·who take up residency. These quotas might be imposed on real estate 
fi.rms rather than on the buyers or se 11 ers of housing, and re qui re 
certain ratios of minority families be offered the property, but not 
require that the actual sale or rental be made to a person of any 
specific race. Such a system would es·sentially be a non-voluntary 
version of the present affirmative marketing program. Obviously some 
of these quota systems are more intrusive than others; all are more 
intrusive on individual rights than current Park Forest programs. 
Racial quotas can be classified either as restrictive quotas, 
which limit acce~s of minorities, or as affirmative action quotas 
which reserve certain opportunities exclusively for minorities, 
effectively restricting access of majority persons. The courts have 
reviewed benign restrictive racial quotas primarily in housing pro-
ject cases. Affirmative action quotas have been reviewed mainly in 
context of affirmative action programs designed to recruit minorities 
to offset racial imbalance. 
Restrictive racial quotas in residential housing have been 
allowed by the courts in certain housin~ projects financed by HUD, 
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where the quotas were necessary to prevent tipping of the neighbor-
hood where the project was located. See, ~· Otero v. New York 
City Mousing Authority, 484 F.Zd 112, 1136 (Zd Cir. 1973) (accepting 
in principle that the housing authority could refuse housing to fami-
1 ies on racial grounds where granting them housing would probably 
lead to eventual ghettoization of the community). Additionally, HUD 
is required to consider the impact of proposed housing projects on 
neighborhoods, and to avoid concentrating projects in areas already 
containing large concentrations of minority or low-income persons. 
See,~. Hills v. Gautreaux, 425 U.S. 284, 302 (1976); Karlen v. 
Harris, 59D F.2d 39, 43 (2d Cir. 1978); _Shannon v. United States 
Dept. of Housing and Urban Development, 436 F.2d 809 (3d Cir. 1970). 
This might be viewed as a type of quota, inasmuch as projects avoid 
areas where excessive numbers of minorities already live, and pros-
pective tenants are not given the opportunity of living in the. 
avoided area. HUD's actions therefore restrict entry of persons to 
neighborhoods where the·i r race is overrepresented. 
In many ways, the housing project quotas are the closest analogy 
to quotas on private residential housing. In both cases the aim of 
the.quota is to reduce the danger of white flight and prevent tipping 
of the neighborhood. The quotas that HUD is allowed to use, however,· 
are linked with the affirmative duty to integrate neighborhoods placed 
on· HUD by the Congress. See, Hills v. Gautreaux, 425 U.S. 284, 302-03 
(1976); Graves v .. Romney, 502 F.2d 1062, 1063 (8th Cir. 1974); Otero 
v. N.Y.C. Ho.using Authority, 484 F.2d 1122, 1125 (2d Cir. i973); King 
v. Harris, 464 F. Supp. 827, 837 (E.D.N.Y. 1979); City of Hartford v. 
Hills, 408 F. Supp. 889, 897 (D. Conn. 1976). This affirmative duty 
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obligates HUD and the housing authorities "to promote racial integra-
tion even though this may in some instances not operate to the imme-
diate advantage of some non-white persons." Otero v. N. Y .C. Housing 
Authroity, supra at 1125. No such duty is placed on the Vil.lage of 
Park Forest, however, and in its absence, the Village does not have 
the same congressional mandate to limit the freedom of minority per-
sons that HUD and the housing authorities have. The Supreme Court 
has never considered whether the Fair Housing Act allows imposition 
of benign restrictive racial quotas on private residential housing to 
preserve the integrated character of neighborhoods. 
Benign affirmative action racial quotas have been the subject 
of several recent Supreme Court decisions concerned with forms of 
discrimination other than residential housing. These decisions, how-
ever, have failed to establish clear constitutional ·guidelines for 
benign racial quotas. 
In University of California Regents v. Bakke, 438 U.S. 265 (1977), 
the Court held that a medical school admissions program reserving 
sixteen of one hundred spaces in each incoming class for economically 
or educationally disadvantaged hon-whites was an impermissible racial 
quota. Id. at 319-20. There was no majority opinion in Bakke, how-
ever, only several separate opinions concurring in the result. Four 
Justices, Chief Justice Burger, and Justices Stevens, Stewart and 
Rehnquist, based their decisions on the language and legislative his-
tory of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d 
(1976), and did not reach constitutional issues. They argued that 
the statute mandated "color-blind" state actions, and forbade all 
actions to benefit one race at the expense of another. The five 
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remaining Justices did adopt a constitutional analysis, and their 
opinions are of interest for racial quotas in residential housing. 
Justice Powell in Bakke took issue with the University over its 
unilateral determination that a generalized societal discrimination 
against blacks justified an affirmative action quota. Determination 
that discrimination existed should be made by judicial or legislative 
bodies, not by isolated educational institutions, so that the impact 
of remedial measures on innocent parties could be minimized. Id. at 
307-09. In order to justify relief, the discrimination must be 
traced to its source, and the relief must be tailored to the type of 
discrimination that had occurred. Id. at 307-09. Justice Powell 
found no evidence in the record that the University's admissions 
policies had been racially biased prior to the adoption of the special 
admission quota. Justice Powell rejected an argument that the ra-
cially disparate impact of the earlier admission program standing 
alone could justify such a quota. Disparate impact analysis was only 
appropriate to cases of employment discrimination arising under 
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e (1975), where 
Congress had determined that disparate impact could be traced to 
specific sources of discrimination. Under Title VI, however, fi~d­
ings of discrimination must preceed the fashioning of remedies. Id. 
at 307-09. Since no such finding had been made in Bakke, the Univer-
sity could not adopt a racial quota as a remedy. 
Justices Brennan, White, Marshall and Blackmun disa.greed that 
the Constitution required a color-blind standard in the absence of a 
legislative or judicial finding of discriminatory state action. Id. 
at 327. Instead, affirmative action plans should be permitted 
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wherever there is a reasonable finding of generalized societal dis-
crimination. Id. at 362. The Justices concluded that the low per-
centage of minority persons in the medical profession was due to 
I 
societal discrimination, and justified the University's admission 
policy. Id. at 365-66. The University could only achieve its goal 
of recruiting minority students by restricting the sixteen class 
spaces to non-whites. Otherwise, the number of applications from 
white economically disadvantaged students would have overwhelmed the 
number of non-white applicants. Id. at 376-77. The University 
admission policy therefore should survive scrutiny by the Court. 
Although Bakke does not establish a Q_er s~ ban on racial quotas, 
the overruling of the University's affirmative action admission policy 
casts a shadow on other benign racial quotas adopted without express 
judicial or congressional findings of state discrimination. Racial 
quotas adopted by Park Forest, of course, might be predicted on find-
ings by the Village Board that past housing discrimination had 
occurred. These findings might be buttressed by court decisions 
finding some local real estate agents guilty of racial steering. It 
is· unclear, however, whether these findings would be sufficient to 
justify racial quotas that limited black access to housing. A 
remedy more closely tailored to the discrimination by real estate 
agents and homsellers would appear to be one that expanded access to 
the housing market by minorities. Quotas guaranteeing access to the 
market might, therefore, be somewhat easier to justify to the Court 
than quotas limiting access. Both types of racial quotas, however, 
would be subject to strict s~rutiny by the Court, and would only be 
approved if other, less intrusive measures were ineffective. 
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Two decisions of the Supreme Court subsequent to Bakke rein-
force the conclusion that the Court has not banned all racial quotas. 
In United Steelworkers of America v. Webec, 443 U.S. 193 (1979), the 
Court upheld a voluntary affirmative action training program that 
reserved 50% of all training openings for blacks. The plan had been 
negotiated between the Steelworkers and Kaiser, and was intended to 
remedy the 1 ow percentage of minority ski 11 ed emp 1 oyees in the 
Gramercy plant (l.83%) despite the high percentage of minority persons 
in the local workforce (39'X). Kaiser did not claim the company had 
discriminated in its hiring policies, so the plan was not clearly a 
reemdy for past discrimination. 
Writing for the majority, Justice Brennan took judicial notice 
of past discrimination against blacks in the craft unions. Id. at 
198 note 1. Since the affirmative action plan did not involve 
governmental action, there was no issue involving the Fourteenth 
Amendment as in Ba~k~. The narrow issue presented to the Court was 
whether Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e 
(1976), forbade voruntary plans to remedy generalized societal dis-
crimination. Id. at 200. The majority reviewed the legislative 
history of Title VII and concluded that the Congress did not intend 
to "condemn all private, voluntary, race-conscious affirmative action 
plans." H.:_ at 208. Chief Justi<le Burger and Justice Rehnquist dis-
sented, concluding that Title VI forbade ?n.)'.". discrimination in employ-
ment on the basis of race, even where the discriminatio~ was intended 
to correct racial imbalance. Id. at 230. 
Although both the majority decision and the dissent in Weber were 
based on the statutory 1 anguage of Titl'e VI I, the decision has 
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implications for racial quotas in other areas. First, a majority 
of Justices in Weber were willing to accept generalized societal 
discrimination as a justification for a remedial quota, without any 
specific finding that the parties affected by the quota had them-
selves engaged in any prohibited discriminatory conduct. Second, 
Chief Justice Burger and Justice Rehnquist appear to read narrowly 
the permissible actions allowed by both Title VI in Bakk~ and Title 
VII in Weber to correct racial imbalance. This view was shared by 
Justices Stewart and Stevens in Bakke. Justice Stewart, however, did 
not read Title VII in Weber to require color-blind actions by employ-
ers. A similarly narrow reading if applied to the Fair Housing Act 
might prohibit racial quotas in residential housing altogether. 
In Fullilove v. Klutznick, 100 S. Ct. 2758 (1980), the Court 
reviewed the constitutionality of the "minority business enterprise" 
provision of the Public Works Employment Act of 1977, 42 U.S.C § 
6705(f)(2), which reserved 10% of each federal grant under the Act 
for use by minority business enterprises. Ad ivided Court remin-
iscent of Bakke. up he 1 d the provision. As in Bakke, the rational es 
offered: by the Justices differed widely from one another. 
Chief Justice Burger, joined by Justices White and Powell, 
found that the Congress had made reasonable findings that the low 
percentage of minority businesses was C"aused by discrimination, Id. 
at 2768, and the provision was aimed at correcting this discrimina-
tion. Id. 2769. Both the objective of remedying the past discrim-
i.nati on, .!.<!.,_ at 2773 and 2775, and the means chosen to remedy the 
discrimination, the minority business provision, Id .. at 2777, were 
within Congress's powers. 
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Justice·Powell, in a separate concurring opinion, applied the 
same strict scrutiny test to the minority business provision that 
he had used earlier in Bakk~, and concluded the provision was a 
"reasonably necessary means of furthering the compelling governmental 
interest in redressing the discrimination that affects minority con-
tractors." Id. at 2794. Justice Powell specifically refused to 
limit Congress to the least intrusive alternative available to remedy 
the discrimination. Id. at 2794 note 14. He noted, however, that 
"the degree of specificity required in the findings of discriminatio~ 
and the breadth of discretion in the choice of remedies .may vary with 
the nature and authority of a governmental body." Id. Justice Powell 
did not clarify further the degree of discreti.on he might allow 
governmental units such as the Village of Park Forest to determine 
the existence of discrimination and to fashion a remedy. 
Justice Marshall, joined by Justices Brennan and Blackmun, con-
curred with the decision, utilizing the same test that they had 
applied in Bakke: ·the racial classification must serve important 
government purposes, and be substantially related to those purposes. 
Id. at 2796. Justices Stewart and Rehnquist dissented, holding that 
the Constitution required government to be wholly neutral in its 
actions; and· color-blind to the race of its citizens. Id. at 2798. 
Justice Stevens disagreed that the Constitution absolutely prohibited 
racial classifications, Id. at 2811, but he nevertheless dissented 
from the majority. The minority business provision was adopted with 
such little debate in Congress, and tt was so sweeping in scope, that 
Justice Stevens concluded the provision was not narrowly tailored to 
the discrimination that may have occurred. 1..2.,_ at 2813. 
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The line of decisions from Bakke to Fullilove suggests that a 
majority of the Supreme Court has not entirely closed the door to .· 
racial quotas. Only two Justices found a constitutional prohibition 
of racial quotas in Fullilove, although two additional Justices 
found a similar statutory prohibition in the language of Title VI in 
Bakke. Four Justices in Bakke, and three in Fullilove, clearly grant 
government bodies some discretion in the choice of racial quotas to 
remedy generalized societal discrimination, and Justice Powell in 
Fullilove implied that he too would not always restrict government 
bodies to the least intrusive alternative available. Beyond this, 
however, no clear guideline emerges from the deeply divided Court. 
The law in this area is still being defined. 
Prudence suggests that in an area of such legal uncertainty, ·the 
Village should only consider a racial quota in the most compelling 
circumstances. Although some of the Justices have implied a willing-
ness to allow government bodies the discretion to adopt quotas even 
where less intrusive measures might be effective, the extent of this 
discretion remains undefined. The Village should not, therefore, 
rely on the Court's granting discretion to the Village to adopt a 
quota in ·any ·ci r:ct.imstances where less intrusive measures may be 
effective·. This is es.pecially true if the Village is contemplcitin~ 
.a quota that restricts access to housing on a racial basis. The de-
cisions from Bakke to Fullilove dealt with affirmative action racial 
---
quotas that granted access to minorities. The Court is likely to 
look more closely at restrictive quotas, and require greater showings 
of necessity to justify them. 
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Two of the decisions provide some clues to the type of evidence 
that the Court might find persuasive for a finding that the quota was 
necessary. In Bakke_, Justice Brennan would have upheld the medical 
school's affirmative admissions policy based on the statistical under-
representation of minorities in the medical profession and the gener-
al disabilities in education suffered by blacks. 438 U.S. at 362-66. 
Justice Powell, on the other hand, was unpersuaded that the special 
admissions program was justified because nothing in the record demon-
strated that the grades or test scores used by the school in the 
regular admission program were racially or culturally biased. Id. at 
308 note 44. This suggests that arguments justifying a racial quota 
in residential housing might demonstrate the statistical underrepre-· 
sentation of minorities in some areas and the overrepresentation in 
others, coupled with some indication that the unequal distribution of 
races was caused by unlawful discrimination. 
In Fullilove, the Court noted that an earlier version of the 
Public Works Act had been ineffective in awarding grants to minori-
ties in areas of high unemployment. 100 S. Ct. at 2764-65. Exten-
sive debate in Congress made. clear that the Congress had determined 
the low percentage of minority grants was caused by the longstanding 
barriers impairing access by minority business to public contracting 
opportunities, Id. at 2767, and that the minority business provision 
was intended to correct this discrimination. Id. at 2769. This 
suggests that racial quotas in residential housing ought to be 
clearly based on determinations by the legislative body that racial 
underrepresentation was caused by discrimination, and that the quota 
was fashioned to cure the problem. 
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In conclusion, it should be reemphasized that intrusive measures 
such as racial quotas or bans of real estate signs are unlikely to 
survive judicial review if less intrusive measures might be able to 
achieve the same results. A precondition to adoption of such measures 
should be the failure of less intrusive present integration mainte-
nance programs. The most persuasive argument for intrusive measures 
might demonstrate rapid racial change of neighborhoods despite inte-
gration maintenance efforts. 
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III. KEY INFORMANT SURVEYS 
------------
In order to gain additional insight into the Village Integration 
Maintenance Program, a number of personal interviews were conducted by the 
Housing Research and Development staff with key citizens and professionals 
who either work or live in Park Forest. Twenty-three individuals were 
selected and surveyed from a list of about fifty persons.which had been 
forwarded to the research team from the Assistant Village Manager with the 
approval of the Board of Trustees. The interviews were carried out during 
three days in January and February. These "key informants" included realtors, 
school personnel, business and civic leaders, Village trustees and Village 
staff. Although it was originally intended that we would use a structured 
questionnaire, we soon found that it was most useful to concentrate on a 
few salient issues and thus keep the interviews as informative and informal 
as possible. The six key issues discussed below were largely identified by 
the informants themselves. The comments presented represent only the opinions 
of the key informants; they do not reflect views held by the Housing Research 
and Development Program. 
Importance of Integration Maintenance Program 
When asked to discuss the importance of the Integration Maintenance 
Program, most of the key informants had positive responses. The most 
important functions of the program, as viewed by the key informants, seem 
to be those of education, responding to inquiries, and monitoring rental 
and real estate activities. It was generally felt that the real estate 
industry is a large cause of the problem the Village has maintaining a 
stable racial composition; without the Program the Village would be likely 
to go all black as a result of realtj firms' actions. Thas, auditing and 
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litigation are viewed to be the most expedient means of preventing that 
result. The opinion was also expressed that the Integration Maintenance 
Program was necessary to generate an awareness of racism, both social 
and economic, in order to prevent people from acting in biased ways. 
The above are generally philosophical reasons why the Integration 
Maintenance Program is viewed as necessary. Some key informants also 
indicated that there are programmatic functions which are important. The 
purpose of the program was defined by several people as that of maintaining 
traffic in the housing market that is representative of the metropolitan 
area, and not to give .speci a 1 treatment to any one group. One of the ways 
to fulfill this purpose is by monitoring the changes in racial composition 
to always know where the "problems" lie (by "problems", we assume, the 
respondents meant the potential for resegregation). The view was also 
expressed that it is necessary to prevent both the clustering of minorities 
and an increase in the percentage of minorities. 
Several people attached qualifications on their positive assessments 
of the Program. The rationale behind these qualified positive views is 
that market forces have the greatest influence on residential living 
patterns, not an Integration Maintenance Program. Therefore, the Program 
is viewed as necessary just to break down the initial barriers to minority 
in-migration, but then the market should be allowed to work alone, despite 
the consequences. 
Regional Aspects 
One of the key facets of the Integration Maintenance Program, according 
to the Village staff, is its emphasis on the whole South Suburban region, 
rather than only the municipal boundaries of the Village of Park Forest. 
When asked to co11J11ent pn this emphasis, however, the key informants' views 
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were quite mixed. Several people did feel that stable racial integration 
is a national problem that cannot be solved on a wholly localized basis. 
These people felt that a regionalized plan is the only way to eliminate 
the possibility of residents being able to run somewhere if they want to 
live in a racially homogeneous community. 
More of the key informants, however, felt that the Village of Park 
Forest should not have to bear the full burden of integration maintenance 
activities, that there had to be some way to get other municipalities 
involved without direct interference by Park Forest. Several ways to 
achieve this end were.given, including: providing leadership and an 
example to follow, without coercion, and allowing agencies such as the 
South Suburban Housing Center to be the principal actors in the program. 
One key informant felt that the Village should not get involved in 
integration maintenance activities, it should not even give financial 
support to agencies that work on a region-wide basis. This person indicated 
that this philosophy should be maintained even if it results in resegregation. 
Real Estate Industry Impact 
It. has already been noted that the real estate industry is viewed as 
the major threat to the maintenance of a stable racial composition; this 
is borne out by the opinions of the key informants. They claimed that 
real estate agents have the greatest influence on the racial composition in 
a municipality and can actually resegregate a community by their actions. 
Even a real estate broker among the key informants made such a statement. 
Most lay informants further stated that real estate agents have exercised 
this potential to some e~tent by steering and it is the job of the Inte-
gration Maintenance Program to control this.~~owever, many of the key 
informants felt that the existing relationship between the real estate 
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firms and the Park Forest staff who administer t~e program is not a 
construc~ive one. One key informant said that the original intent of 
, the Integration Maintenance Program was to maintain a working relationship 
with the real estate broker and staff in the area, an intent that has been 
lost. Several people expressed the opinion that the success of the Program 
lies in this cooperation and Park Forest's biggest mistake was 'in alienating 
the real estate fi~ms because they are the key to avoiding clustering and 
maintaining representative traffic. It was poi~ted out that the friction 
between the real estate ag~nts and the Village may be a result of a long-
standing misunderstanding as to what real estate agents are doing. Accord-
ing to this key infonnant, the principle of benign s.teering requires real 
estate agents to act against their clients (the sellers), when their job 
is to increase their clients' options by matching needs and ability to 
pay with available housing. 
I 
The most common opinions on the subject of the real estate .agents' 
part in this Program are that they must be prevented from manipulating 
the housing choices of residents. At the same time, the respondents noted 
that the "benign'' kind o~ manipulation for integration must also be avoided. 
Above all, the respondents felt that prevention of all forms of influencing 
housing choice should be achieved by real estate brokers and the Village 
cooperating with each other. 
Other Problems Identified 
During the course of the interview, many key informants expressed 
the· opinion that there were other problems the Village faced whii:;h are .. at 
least as impo'rtant as maintaining stable racial integration. These o'ther 
problems involve issues concerning the Village's image, its economic 
decline, as well as other race-related issues. 
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In some respects the Village's image problem is often seen as 
being a result of the Integration Maintenance Program. Some of the key 
informants felt that all the publicity which the Program receives draws 
minorities to the Village, and thus makes it more difficult ·to maintain 
stable residential patterns. Part of the image problem within the Village 
is seen as a result of dissension within Village Hall and the fact that 
the Village too often acts without input from the residents. Then, there 
are image problems, which affect the Integration MSintenance Program, 
that are the result of the whole South Suburban region being viewed in a 
particular way that is less favorable than the image held of the West and 
North Suburbs. These image problems clearly must be solved on a region-
wide basis. 
The key informants also perceived many important economic-base related 
problems, outstanding among them being the Plaza. The delivery of services 
in general must be kept high in order to maintain the traffic needed to 
ensure a stable racially integrated community. In the natural evolution 
of the Village,. it is felt the demographic composition is becoming older, 
more blue collar and minority. This change could be a result of the image 
problem discussed above, it could be a result of a declining economic base\ 
whatever the cause, it too is making the job of the Integration Maintenance 
staff more difficult. One positive feature of the Village's economic base 
which was mentioned by many ke'y informants is the ex·istence of cooperative 
housing. This alternative is .seen as being attractive to potential new 
residents. 
Finally, several key informants did note that, despite the Integration 
Maintenance Program, a racial problem exists in Park Forest. Although the 
housing is integrated, the races are still socially segregated, a fact 
which has been noted in the schools, in the shopping centers, and on the 
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streets. Although a tough problem to solve, everyone who mentioned it 
felt it was a high priority prob 1 em which needed fo be addressed immediately. 
Use of the Term 
The term "integration maintenance" has also received considerable 
criticism, the greatest being a simple lack of understanding of its 
definition.~ Many key informants expressed the feeling that this mis-
understanding represents a real problem when residents form the wrong 
conclusions about the Program's intent. 
Informing the Public 
The above issue leads to the fi na 1 key. issue, that of the need to 
disseminate more information throughout the Village as to what the Village 
staff actually does to maintain integration. Most of the key informants 
.believe that too few of the residents of Park Forest could define 
"integration maintenance", and many attempts to define it would be wrong. 
These same informants believe that information about the program should 
be made more available so that residents can be aware of what the Village 
is doing. 
When it comes to advertising outside the municipal boundaries, however, 
informants did not believe that the program should be given too much public 
attention. These people felt that many in-migrants choose Park Forest 
based on economic considerations not racial considerations. Thus, over-
adverti sing would not help in attracting these potential new families. 
On the other hand, they felt that heavy advertising of the Integration 
Maintenance Program does attract a disproportionate number of minorities 
to the community who fear racial discrimination elsewhere. Thus, they 
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felt that heavy advertising outside the municipal boundaries actually 
worked against the long-run goals of stable racial integration. 
These six key issues involving the program's importance, its area 
of operation; the impact of real estate agents; other worries with which 
the Village must deal; the use of the term "integration JTiilintenance" and 
the validity of disseminating information about the program should be 
evaluated on the basis which they were identified. The people we inter-
viewed were leaders in their particular fields and therefore we assumed 
they would have a well-informed overview of the community. They were 
residents of the Village who we believed would be most capable of telling 
us what the most salien·t issues in the co1T1Tiunity are and how the Integra-
tion Maintenance Program affects the community. Their opinions, thus, 
may not be highly representative, but they present the Village's needs 
and Integration Maintenance Program problems as viewed by highly influential 
and often powerful people in the community. 
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' . IV.. LOCAL PR I MARY SURVEY RES UL TS 
Two separate surveys of residents were designed as part of the 
analysis of the Park Forest Integration Maintenance Program; one deals 
with New Res1dents (length of residency two year~ or less), the other 
with Residents (length of residency more than two years). The New 
Resident survey was designed to yield a profile of recent movers into 
the Village, it had five goals; 
1) To discern the interracial buyer patterns and characteristics 
of recent movers to Park Forest. 
2) To help determine the size and character of the housing market 
being considered by households choosing Park Forest. 
3) To detennine the manner in which new residents found their home. 
4) To determine the reasons why new residents are choosing Park 
Forest over other municipalities, and 
5) To determine the impact of IM activities on recent movers. 
The Resident survey is designed to measure attitudes and perceptions of 
long-tenn residents regarding the community, interracial trends, and the 
IM program goals and activities. Wherever possible, the Resident survey 
was desig_ned to allow comparison with the 1974 Jaffe survey of Park 
Forest residents. 
The_ Sa_!ll.E] i ng and Interview Scheme 
The research team felt 300 interviews of randomly selected heads 
of households from among both the new and long-tenn residents would 
allow adequate representation, crosstabulation of variables and compara-
bility with the Jaffe study. In both cases we over sampled to 400 in 
order to cover refusals and unavailable or ineligible respondents. 
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Four hundred respondents represents close to 100 percent of the new 
residents entering Park Forest over the past two years. The desired 
300 long-term resident respondents would cover 3.6 percent of the total 
households in Park Forest. 
As researchers, we only budgeted for the design of the survey in-
strument and analysis of the survey responses. The Village of Park 
Forest was left with the responsibility of administering the question-
naires. Through consultation with the Village staff, we decided to 
administer the guestionnaires by telephone using voluntary interviewers 
who were members of the Park Forest Commission on Human Relations, and 
other Village residents who had volunteered to help with the interviewing. 
We arranged for an evening training session for the interviewers with an 
expert from the University of Illinois Survey Research Laboratory. The 
original interviewer design was to have 15 to 20 interviewers each com-
pleting 30 to 40 interviews over a two month period (December 1980 -
January 1981). The new resident sample was assembleq from computerized 
water hook-up records. Each new water connection was presumed to be a 
new resident. We felt oversampling by 100 would cover ineligible respondents 
including water shutoffs and reconnections for various reasons where the 
resident did not move as well as moves by long-term residents within Park 
Forest. The long-term resident sample was assembled by phoning every 15th 
resident listed in the R. H. Donnelly reverse telephone directory. The 
reverse telephone directory lists phone numbers in order of street address 
instead of the last name of the resident. 
Actual Surveys Completed 
The use of volunteers to complete a major survey involving as many as 
600 telephone interviews carries considerable risk of which both the Village 
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TABLE IV - l 
PARK FOREST SURVEY RESPONSE RATES 
New Resident Survey 
Total questionnaires/respondents 400 
refusals 6 
no response after three tries 11 
interview postponed three times 7 
ineligible as a new resident 46 
Surveys not attempted •258' 
Projected completed rate had all 
interviews been attempted 150 
Completed interviews as a percent of 
projected completions 42 
Resident Survey 
Total questionnaires/respondents 400 
refusals 18 
no response after three tries 16 
interview postponed three times 10 
ineligible as a new respondent 1 
Surveys not attempted 209 
Projected completion rate had all 
interviews been attempted 268 
Completed interviews as a percent 
of projected completions 91 
87 
86.0% 
50.0% 
28.0% 
69.2% 
89.3% 
33.4% 
and researchers were aware in advance. Due to a poor effort on the part 
of some volunteers, the interview time was extended six weeks. Still, 
by the middle of March, when we began to analyze the completed returns, 
we had only 42 new resident respondents and 91 resident respondents. 
Table IV-1 shows the response rate. Two points are· noteworthy. First, 
86 percent of the new resident interviews and 69 percent of the long-
temi resident. interviews were never attempted. Second, of the interviews 
that were attempted, the rate of refusals, incomplete and in.eligible 
responses was much higher than expected. Even if all the surveys had been 
attempted the project completion rate would have only been 50 percent for 
the New Resident surveys and 89 percent for the Resident surveys. 
The 91 Resident and 42 New Resident surveys completed represent a 
far smaller sample than we had anticipated. Nevertheless, we feel these 
responses represent a random sample of the two survey universes because 
those volunteers who completed interviews were assigned random addresses. 
The sma·ll · number of respondents does, however, increase the probability 
of sampling error. Evidence of this error, which we feel is minor, will 
be discussed below in a section entitled "Are the Samples Representative?". 
Error Introduced by Sampling Techni9ue 
The use of water hook-ups to identify new residents should introduce 
no bias. All new residents are apparently included using this method. 
The only problem is that a large number of non-moves and moves within Park 
Forest are also included using this method. However, since we terminated 
all interviews resulting from water hook-ups that were not related to a 
new mover into Park Forest no sampling bias is anticipated. Sampling bias 
could result from the use of telephone interviews. If either the new or 
long-term residents did not have a telephone or a publicly listed telephone 
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number they were missed by this survey technique. There are basically 
six reasons for not having a telephone or a listed phone number: 
1) too poor to afford a telephone, 
2) temporary phone disconnection at time phone directory printed, 
3) recent movers not yet listed in the phone directory, 
. 4) unlisted null)ber for security reasons, 
5) unlisted for job related reasons, and 
6) unlisted number for status/privacy reasons. 
It is felt that for one or more of the listed reasons a sizeable number 
of households in Park Forest do not have publicly listed telephone numbers. 
Therefore, the possibi1ity of bias in the Resident 'survey could be due to 
an inability to contact residents whose phone numbers were not listed in 
the di rectory. 
Are the Sampl~s Representative?· 
Before analyzing specific survey findings with regard to Integration 
Maintenance, we will look at the basic characteristfcs of the repondents 
to detennine if they are representative of the Park Forest population. We 
cannot make a definitive comparison of sample and actual population because 
we lack the data. However, given the small sample sizes we will be analyzing 
it is important to empirically test .whether the samples are a "reasonable" 
representation of Park Forest based on available statistics. 
Tables IV-2 and IV-3 present basic household and housing characteristics 
as found in the two resident samples. We feel the percent black households 
in the samples underrepresents the black population in Park Forest based on 
1980 census counts. Preliminary census findings show 12.1 percent of the 
Park Forest population as black. Admittedly, percent of households is 
not the same as percent of population, and as shown in Table IV-2, the 
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TABLE IV - 2 
BASIC HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS OF RECENT MOVERS AND LONG-TERM 
RESIDENTS RESPONDING TO THE PARK FOREST SURVEY 
Percent black household 
Average income per household 
Average age of adult respondent 
Average education of adult 
respondent 
{ Average education of spouse if 
husband/wife household 
Emp,loyed as professional, 
technical or managerial 
Average household size 
"'-Black household size 
Household formation 
- husband/wife headed 
- single person 
- one parent 
- other multiple adult 
non-husband/wife 
Percent with children in 
- public schools 
- private schools 
- no children over 18 
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New Residents 
9.5% 
$22 '773 
years 
years 
31. 5 years 
2.4 
of college 
3.0 
of college 
59. l % 
2. 9 persons 
3.5 persons 
69 .1% 
11 . 9% 
7. l % 
11.9% 
31.0% 
4.8% 
64.3% 
Long-Term Res iClents 
years 
years 
6.6% 
$24,899 
43.5 years 
2.2 
of college 
l. 9 
of college 
45.1% 
3.2 persons 
3.3 persons 
72.5% 
. 14. 3% 
9.9% 
2.2% 
33.0% 
4.4% 
62;6% 
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Tl\BLE IV - 3 
BASIC HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS OF NEW AND. LONG-TERM RESIDENTS 
RESPONDING TO THE PARK FOREST ·SURVEY 
New Residents Long~Term Residents 
Where lived before: 
other south suburbs 54.8% 
Chicago 9.5% 
not asked 
other metropolitan suburbs 14.3% 
outside of metropolitan 
suburbs 21.4% 
Type of housing moving from/to: From To 
single family 47 .6 78.6 69.2% 
rental apartment 28.6 7. l 6.6% 
condominium 9.5 4.8 0.0 
cooperative 0.0 9.5 24.2% 
all other 14.3 0.0 0.0 
Housing tenu.re: 
rent 33.3% 18. 7% 
·OWn 66.7% 81. 3% 
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b1ack househo1ds sampled had a larger qverage household size than the 
overa11 sample. However, this difference is not enough to entire1y 
account for the lower number of black respondents in the samp1es. Our 
next question was whether the black representation wou1d have been higher 
had we comp1eted more surveys. We think not. Both the Jaffe study in 
1974 and a study conducted by University of Il1inois students 1ast year 
produced similar small numbers of b1ack respondents. In the Jaffe study 
on1y 3.7 percent of the respondents were black households at a time (1974) 
when the b1ack popu1ation was estimated at between 6.3 percent and 7.3 
percent. This is actually a worse ratio of black household to black popu-
1ation than our survey produced even though it inc1uded 300 respondents. 
Litera1ly al1 the other data is reasonable when matched with comparable 
data. The average income of the o1der resident samp1e is $24,899. This 
is what we expected given the I M staff estimate of medium income at 
$24,350 in 1978. Average age of the adu1t respondents is just a few years 
older than the Jaffe figures. Since the Vil1age has aged seven years 
since the Jaffe study this makes sense. 
Jaffe found the average educationa1 1evel attained by respondents to 
be 2.4 years of co11ege. Our findings are similar; 2.2 years of college 
for long-term residents; 2.4 years for new residents. Jaffe found 3.8 
persons per household; this was slightly higher than our sample, meaning 
that the number of one and two person househo1ds without chi1dren has 
increased, a reasonab1e trend given the fact that the Village has aged. 
The percent of school age chi1dren in the two studies is a1so comparab1e 
given the seven year difference in samp1es. Housing type and tenure are 
reasonable but do not match Village figures exactly. Representation of 
cooperatives is just about right, however single family and ownership 
tenure are overrepresented while rental apartments ·and renta1 tenure are 
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underrepresented. This bias happens frequently in residential surveys 
and a larger sample would probably not have ma.de a difference .. Single 
family homeowners may be more willing to participate in surveys which 
they feel can effect their investment, or they may have an aduit member 
home·more often, or renters (who move more often) are more likely not to 
have their current phone number listed and therefore more renters are 
missed in a telephone survey. We are not sure what causes this particular 
bias toward more owner respondents. Overall we are pleased with the sample 
and feel it is representative of Park Forest despite the small sample size. 
As was stated earlier, we are confident that the completed surveys were 
randomly selected so that they should be as representative of the popula-
tion as statistically possible given the sample size. 
Characteristics of the New Resident Sampl~ 
' The first question to be addressed by the New Resident survey was 
the characteristics of these residents. To do this, return to Tables IV-2 
and IV-3. A concern voiced by various people throughout the Village is 
that the newest in-migrants are poorer, less educated, more often renters, 
and have larger households. Except for the rental status, the survey 
does not ·bare out the image some older residents have of new residents. 
Surprisingly few of the new residents are coming from Chicago. }(Most are 
moving to Park Forest from other suburbs and the majority are moving within 
the South Suburbs. , They are, understandably, over a decade younger in age 
on average than the long-term residents and thus have a lower average in-
come; but, given the youth of the new residents their average income is 
comparable or better than the long-term residents. The new residents 
maintain the Park Forest tradition of the average adult being college 
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educated, in fact, they have completed more schooling on average than 
the long-term residents. A higher proportion of the new residents hold 
professional, technical or managerial jobs. Overall the.v have smaller 
households, althouqh not appreciably fewer school age children than the 
long-term residents. Most of the new res i debts appear to be upgrading 
their housing by moving from a rental apartment, from living with parents 
and/or from somewhere else in the south suburbs, to their first single 
family house in Park Forest. Hhile more of the new resid-ents are renters 
than long-term residents, two-thirds are buying homes. Given the high 
education level, job skills and youth of the new residents we might ex-
pect many more to purchase a home within a few years. 
Th0_!_ze and Ch_~acter of the Housing Market Bei.ng Considered by New Reside.nts 
The new residents were asked which communities other than Park Forest 
they considered when they began their housing search, and in which they 
actually looked at housing. Table IV-4 presents the findings. Nearly 
one-fifth only considered Park Forest and over one-fourth only looked at 
housing in Park Forest. This suggests that Park Forest remains an attrac-
tive con1llunity to many buyers. Still, the majority considered and actually 
looked at housing in.other communities. The new residents concentrated 
on larger south suburban communities within the middle and far southern 
suburbs with the exception of ·Park Forest South. Based on this sample 
of recent movers, the comparable market area from which Park Forest buyers 
are coming from and moving to seems to be the south suburbs, south of 
Homewood and east of I-57 surrounding Park Forest. 
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TABLE IV - 4 
OTHER HOUSING MARKETS cmlSIDERED AND ACTUALL y LOOKED AT BY NEW RESIDENTS 
- ·-· 
Communities 
Only Park Forest 
Homewood 
Richton Park 
Chicago Heights 
Matteson 
Flossmore 
Stegar 
Glenwood 
Olympia Fields 
Other south suburbs 
Other metropolitan suburbs 
City of Chi ca go 
,. 
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Percent 
considered: 
18.3% 
11. 0% 
9.8% 
8.5% 
8.5% 
3.7% 
3.7% 
3 .'7% 
0.0% 
19.5% 
8.5% 
l.2% 
Percent 
looked at: 
25.5% 
11 . 9% 
10.4% 
10.4% 
4.5% 
3.0% 
0.0% 
4.5% 
3.0% 
16.4% 
9.0% 
l. 5% 
The Manner in Which New Residents Found Their Homes 
Table IV-5 shows that real estate agents continue to be the major 
source for locating a new home. None of the respondents to the survey 
used the South Suburban Housing Center. This finding substantiates 
the SSHC staff statements; that despite a widely held belief, the Center 
does not serve as a surrogate broker - - it helps very few households in 
their search for a new residence. 
Why New Residents Choose Park Forest 
The new resident respondents were presented two questions dealing 
with their preference for Park Forest. The first was a series of closed 
questions asking them to consider the importance of ten different reasons 
for choosing Park Forest. The second question, presented after these 
closed questions was "which one consideration was the most important in 
your decision to move to Park Forest?" Table IV-6 presents the findings. 
Whether asked directly or voluntarily chosen, housing affordability 
and quality were the most importaht reasons for choosing Park Forest as 
a place to live. The price quality and design of the housing stock has 
apparently always been a drawing card of the colllllunity and continues to be. 
The next most important asset of the community remains its schools. This 
was probably the most popular voluntary response by many respondents with 
school age children. Because new residents without children would not 
consider better schools that important a choice factor, fewer respondents 
overall said it was an important reason for choosing Park Forest when 
directly asked about better schools. Park Forest is not considered by 
many people for its location to jobs. The remaining five factors, all 
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TABLE IV - 5 
THE MANNER IN WHICH NEW RESIDEi'HS FOUND THEIR HOMES 
Real Estate Agent 
Newspaper Ad 
Friend or Relative 
Private Party/Personal 
search (i.e. driving 
a round) 
Other 
97 
58 .1% 
16.3% 
13. 9% 
9.4% 
2.3% 
100.0% 
TABLE IV - 6 
NEW RESIDENT ~ONSIDERATION IN CHOOSING PARK FOREST 
Percent who felt 
this reason was 
important when 
asked 
Affordable housing 97.6% 
Better housing 92.9% 
Integrated community 78.6% 
Less Crime 78.6% 
A community with more ways to have 
fun--with more shops, restaurants 
Percent who vol-
untarily chose 
this as the most 
important 
32.5% 
17.5% 
2.5% 
5.0% 
cultural facilities 78.6% 7.5% 
Small town atmosphere 72.2% 2.5% 
Less pollution/traffic congestion 66.7% 2.5% 
Better schools 64.3% 15.0% 
Nearer better job 33.4% 7.5% 
Better job in Park Forest 23.8% 7.5% 
100.0% 
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dealing with community, were considered important but few respondents 
' 
felt that any of these was the single most important !actor in choosing 
Park Forest; among these factors is racial integration. 
Comparison With the Jaffe Findings 
Several questions in the Resident survey were designed to be comparable 
to the 1974 J~ffe study of Park Forest residents. This section presents 
the more interesting findings in this comparison. While some change over 
time can be inferred by comparing these tables, the reader is reminded that 
these cannot b~ considered longitudinal trends. Long\tudinal trends require 
,,, 
interviewing the same respondents over time. Our survey sample does not 
duplicate the Jaffe sample. The Jaffe sample was based on a quota system 
where a certain number of residents in a certain category were sought. 
Residents to be interviewed were selected randomly but, once a quota was 
filled interviews with all other residen~s with characteristics that placed 
them in that category were terminated. The Jaffe survey was also a personal 
interview. Our survey was a strictly random sample limited by the interview 
mode which required a publicly listed telephone number and a willingness 
and ability to be inter.viewed over the phone. 
·Table IV-7 presents an overall evalua·tion of Park Forest now and for 
five years in the future, as viewed from the 1974 and 198.l samples. Clearly 
more of the 1981 respondents feel Park Forest is a good place to live. 
This is a positive sign especially given the fact that seven years ago al-
most one-third of the respondents felt Park forest would not be as good a 
place to live by 1979. \</hen comparing the respondent's estimates of the 
future, the two studies found virtually an identical proportion of respondents 
felt Park Forest would be the same or a better place to live in five years. 
Fewer respondents to the recent survey felt Park Forest would become a 
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TABLE JV - 7 
OVERALL EVALUATION OF PARK FOREST TODAY AND IN FIVE YEARS 
- -
Residents feel Park Forest is: 
Jn 
A very good place to live 
A good place to live 
A poor place to live 
five years resident feel 
Park Forest will: 
Be a better place to live 
Stay the same 
Not be as good a place to 
Don't know/not answered 
l i Ve 
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Jaffe 
( 197 4) 
45.0% 
42.3% 
11 . 3% 
27-7% 
39.3% 
30.0% 
3.0% 
HR&D 
( 1981 ) 
35.2% 
61. 5% 
2.2% 
26.4% 
41.8% 
23. 1% 
8.8% 
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worse place to live over the coming one~half decode. 
More residents in the most recent sample feel Park Forest is a good 
place to live and feel it will remain so, nevertheless, these residents 
express many spe~ific concerns for the Village which are often far stronger 
than the specific conerns of 1974 respondents to the Jaffe study. Table 
IV-8 compares resident satisfaction with safety and public services and 
housing in Park Forest. On police and safety issues, more of the 1981 
respondents are satisfied with the relations between the police and the 
people of Park Forest. However, there is slightly less satisfaction with 
police protection in 1981 than in 1974 and a marked increase in the concern 
for safety walking after 10:00 P.M. in 1981. 
More of the 1981 respondents are satisfied with the administration of 
local government and the upkeep of physical services in the Village. This 
is not only reflected in the fourth and fifth satistic shown in Table IV-8, 
but, in various specific categories not shown in the table such as upkeep 
of streets, garbage collection, and parks and playgrounds. 
The most striking decline in satisfacti-0n between 1974 and 1981 is 
with the public schools. More than half of the 1981 respondents expressed 
dissatisfaction with the schools. To a lesser degree, there ·is also a 
, 
decline in the number of residents who feel they can personally influence 
local government decisions. This, coupled with the low turnout of register-
ed voters for recent Village elections, suggest t'hat new efforts to in-
volve residents in Village government would be appropriate. Finally, 
while there is still a healthy majority of residents who feel Park Forest 
real estate values are keeping up with adjacent communities, the proportion 
who believe this has also declined between 1974 and 1981. 
The respondents in both surveys were pro~ided the opportunity to 
express what they liked and disliked most about Park Forest and what they 
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TABLE IV - 8 
COMPARISON OF RESIDENT SATISFACTION ·WITH SAFETY AND 
PUBLIC SERVICES AND HOUSING lN PARK, FOREST 
Feel its safe to walk after 10:00 P.M. 
Satisfied with police protection 
Satisfied with police relations 
Satisfied with local government 
Feel the Village is well kept up 
Satisfied with public schools 
Feel have moderate-to-great deal 
of influence on local government 
Feel real estate values are keeping 
up with adjacent communities 
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Jaffe 
(1974) 
71.7% 
87.0% 
77.6% 
74.3% 
96.7% 
68. 3% 
67.0% 
79.7% 
' 
HR&D 
( 1981 ) 
57. 1% 
83.5% 
85.7% 
80.2% 
97.9% 
48.4% 
" 
59.4% 
65.9% 
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thought were the major problems facing tt1e Vi I Ja~ie. The similarities 
in responses to these open ended question.s was noteworthy. The Village 
feature the respondents of both surveys liked the mqst was the conveni-
ence of living ii] Park Forest. The community's "people orientation", its 
quiet, friendly, small town atmosphere, and the community aesthetics, 
the cleanliness, spaciousness and beauty of the Village were also mentioned 
as positive features. The only "like" expressed in lg74 which declined in 
1981 was the services and amenities for children. 
There are some noted similarities and one major difference among 
the major "dislikes" between the two surveys. In 1974 the "dislikes" 
centered on transportation to, from and within the Village, school quality, 
the non-housing physical quality of the Village (i.e. streets upkeep, etc.) 
and the "class of people" expressed in social rather than racial terms. 
// 
In 1981 quality of schools and physical upkeep remain strong "dislikes", 
however transportation and "class of people" become less mentioned. The 
negative features most mentioned in 1981 were the general economic decline 
of the Village and the changing resident population. 
The economic decline was more specifically defined when the residents 
were asked what the most serious problem was that the Village faces. Table 
IV-9 presents the 1974 and 1981 respondent views of the three most important 
problems based on frequency of mention by all the lQng-term respondents. 
First, almost twice as many respondents could think of a problem in 1981 
than in 1974. Second, youth problems (delinquency, crime, lack of disci-
pline by parents .and things for teenagers to do, etc.) were the most noted 
problems in 1974 but were only the third most noted problems in 1981. 
School quality was the second·most mentioned problem in. both surveys with 
about the same percentage mentioning it. Integration related problems 
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were the third most important problems 111entioned in 1974. In 1981, 
integration related problems amounted to only 2.8 percent of the total 
problems mentioned. By far the most important problem on the minds of 
residents was not related in any way to race or social issues but to 
economic decline and specifically the decline of the Village shopping 
plaza. 
Even though racial and interracial problems were not considered a 
major issue by current residents of Park Fore~t, for purposes of this 
study we wanted a clearer picture of resident attitudes toward inter-
racial living. Table IV-10 compares the respondents' attitudes in the 
1974 Jaffe study with both the long-term and new residents surveyed in 
1981. The first statistic attempts to isolate those persons who are 
clearly overestimating the percent black in the Park Forest population. 
An estimate of greater than 20 percent black residents was used to rep-
resent an overestimate for all three samples. If we combine the two )981 
samples the percent estimating more than 20 percent black is 21 .0 percent. 
While this is comparable to the Jaffe study, it is in reality a far more 
accurate impression of the real racial mix in the corrmunity because the 
actual percent black in 1981 is over 12 percent, it was only about 7 
percent in 1974. The second statistic displays the percent of respondents 
disapproving of racial desegragation. The 1981 statistics reflect a more 
tolerant population, with the newest residents the most tolerant of all. 
The third statistic reflects resident expectations about increases in the 
black population over the next five years. Once.again current resident 
expectations are lower than 1974, with the newest residents showing the 
lowest percentage who feel the black population will continue to increase. 
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TABLE IV - 9 
MOST IMPORTANT P~OBL~- JN PARK FOREST 
Could not think of any 
Most important problem1 
Second most important problem1 
Third most important problem1 
Jaffe 
lJ974 )_ 
25.0% 
Youth Problems 
20.0Z 
Schoo 1 Qua 1 ity 
17.0% 
Integration 
10.0% 
1Problems as percentage of total problems identified. 
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HR&D 
( 1981 ) 
13.2% 
Shopping Plaza Decline 
34.7% 
Scho'ol Quality 
18.8% 
Youth Problems 
9.7% 
TABLE IV - 10 
Jaffe 
( 19? 4) 
Percent who feel the Park Forest 
population is >20 percent black 20'.0% 
Percent who disapprove of racial 
desegregation in Park Forest 22.6% 
Percent who feel number of black 
residents will increase in the 
·next five years 85.4% 
Percent who feel future racial 
change in surrounding cbn1munities 
wi 11 be: 
same as in Park Forest 28.3% 
slower 49.0% 
faster 14.7% 
Would oppose or feel uncomfortable 
if black moved onto inY block 3.7% 
Percent of respondents with children 
who would object to sending 
children to a school which has 
30 percent black students 
>so percent black students 
21 . 5% l 
31.7% 
Long-term 
Residents 
( 1981 ) 
16.5% 
16.5% 
69.9% 
40.6% 
32.3% 
15.8% 
3.0% 
8.3% 
36.7% 
. '"·" .... l' ! J ~, .. ;. ' A 
·! •' I p 
' i ,• I 
" 
.New 
Residents 
,(1981) 
38.9% 
,i.g: 5% 
61. 9% 
42.9% 
35.7% 
11 . 9% 
0.0% 
5.3% 
20.0% 
I'~'° " : ~·· !! 
r 
'r 
' '• 
1Jaffe study used 25 percent not 30 percent so 21 .5 percent opposition is an 
understatement of the attitude change reflected in this row of figures. 
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111.; fourLh -;ta ti'.; tic shows responue"c feel 1n~, .Joout raciol chdnge 
l 
l 
in surrounding communities. In 1974 the strongest be"lief was that 
nacial change was s.lower in surrounding communities than in Park Forest. 
Today the strongest belief is that racial change is similar in Park Forest 
and contiguous communities. The fifth statistic also reflects a growing 
to l er;rnce among res i dlnts. Fewer respondents in 1'331 oppose or feel un-
mmfortabl e with black 'neighbors than in 1974. The final set of figures 
1. 
display opposition to s~hoo] integration. These figures seem to reflect 
I L ~ 
a more tplerant population in 1981 since fewer respondents oppose send-
ing thei f children to sc~oo 1 s with 30 percent or m.ore b 1 ack. However, 
\ 
we must remember that in 1981 the average black population in the elementa ·y 
schooJs serving Park Forest was 32 percent, it was far lower in 1974. 
{Since more of the current Park Forest residents have chosen to send their 
children to public school with 30 percent or more black students we would 
expect fewer objections. \t would appear that the same amount of parents 
are stiJl reluctant in l98l·to send their child'ren to school which are 
50 percent bl.ack. While there is no improvement in the proportion willing 
to send their children to a 50/50 interracial school between 1974 and 
1981, the fact that almost ~q percent of the respondents with school age 
J 
children in bot~ studies woµld not object to sending their children to 
I 
such a school is a strong indicqtion that Park Forest is a very tolerant 
community. 
Resident Knowledge and Approval of Integration Maintenance 
l 
One of the goals set forth for both the New Resident and Resident 
l 
surveys was an evaluation of ,the residents' kn owl edge and approval of the 
L 
IM Program. Table IV-11 presents tabulations of survey questions dealing 
107 
TABLE 1V - t 1 
RESPONDEl'IT KNOWLEDC;E AND APPROVAL OF 
THE INTEGRATION MAINTENANCE PROGRAM AND 
THE SOUTH SUBURBAN HOUSING CENTER 
Knowledge of the IM Program's 
existence 
Understand why the Program is 
administered 
Believe a program to maintain 
stable racial integration is a 
valid Village function 
Would like more information 
about IM 
Knowledge of South Suburban 
Housing Center and Village 
support 
Knowledge of SSHC activities 
Want more information about SSHC 
Approve of Village support of SSHC 
Do not know if approve -Of Village 
support 
Dissapprove 
Do you feel a Regional Housing 
Center is necessary to achieve 
and maintain stable racial 
integration in Park Forest? 
Yes 
No 
Don't know 
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New Residents 
-----·---
31. 0% 
16. 7% 
81. 0% 
61 .9% 
9.5% 
2. 4'1, 
61. 9% 
66.7% 
33.3% 
0.03 
38.1 % 
14.3% 
47.6% 
'n?(,,...-r-•t 
., l'" , I 
... j, 
.:J;t 
" : I 
fl 
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Longer-term 
Residents 
56. GI~ 
30.8% 
72 .5% 
53.8% 
40.7% 
12. l % 
42.9% 
49 .13 
31. 9% 
17 .6% 
46.2% 
25.3% 
26.4% 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
~· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
~··~ ''fl I""'";~. i,"1' ' 1 ·~·~,, 1-'"!"f 
' ,. t -. f 
. ' 
; T1. ,,L 
with knowledge and approval of the IM Program. Tn:e overall impre'~~ib~'.:/ 
. . 
is that most residents are woefully ignorant of the Program's existence, 
purpose, and relatior to the South Suburban Housin~ Center !SSHC). How, 
ever, once told about the Program, a sizable number approve of it and 
want to receive more information about it. 
The first four statistics in Table IV-11 compare new and long-term 
resident knowledge of, and interest in, the IM Program. l~hile more cif tne 
long-term residents than new residents have heard of the program and under-
stand why it is administered, more than two-thirds do not kno\o/ whY the, 
Program is administered. Once the Program was explained to them! 111ore 
than four-fifths of the new residents and almost three-fourths of the long-
term residents said they believe the Program is a valid Village func.tipq; 
and well over half would like more information about the Program. l ' 
The fifth through ninth items in Table IV-11 deal with the South 
Suburban Housing Center. Even fewer respondents had knowledge o'f the SSHC 
and its activities. Only one of the 42 new residents and ll of the ~l long-
term residents surveyed had knowledge of SSHC activities; but well over half 
wanted more information about SSHC. Most impressive is that once explained 
only 17. 5 percent of the long-term residents and none of the new residents 
disapproved of Village supported SSHC activities. 
The final question in Table IV-11 asked the respondents if they felt a 
regional housing center was necessary to achieve and maintain stable racial 
integration in Park Forest. The most common response among new resiqents 
was that they just do not know enough about the Center and integration main-
tenance at this time to comment. llowever, the most common answer among 
... 
the long-term residents was "yes", they do believe it is necessary. Only 
14.3 percent of the new residents and 25.3 percent of the long-term residents 
' 
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VARIATION IN SATISFACTION AMONG LONG-TERM RE;Si·OENTS 
___ __::Bo.cAS::..:ED ON LENGTH OF RESIDENCY 1;:· 
Feel in the last five 
years (or length of 
residency if less) 
Park Forest has become 
not as ~ood a place 
to·live 
Feel that in the past 
five years the number 1 
of blacks has increased 
Would affect decision to 
remain in Park Forest if 
the Village were to have 
15 percent or ~5 percent 
black families 
Dissatisfied wizh public 
school quality 
Aware of Park Forest 1 contribution to SSHC 
Want ~ore information on 
SSHC 
Hant m~re information 
on IM 
·1·.' 
,. " Length of -Residency 
. ·.+ 
2-6 Years 7-14 YJa·rs 
13.3% 
33. 3% 
3.3% 
25.0% 
13. 3% 
36.7~ 
56. 7% 
I' 
26.7% 
9'o. 0% 
' 
19.2% 
28.0% 
5,3 .,3% 
f,' i 
V0.0% 
1signifir.ant to .001; 2significant to .01; 3 ~ignificant 
to .05. 
' 110 
15 Years 
or more 
48.4% 
93.5% 
24.0% 
57.7% 
54.8% 
22.6% 
·., 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
felt that a regional housing center 
• .. 1~,,··t·J~\ ~, .. r ... ~. '"1,~t,. ... ~r::f' .. -:iJ· 
was ~Jt ~mPprt~~t;l{~. Qcflr~v~ffg 
" 1'41""''"'' .. 
' . '· ., ,~/'' 
' 
' ' iiriar~iy~ 
'' maintaining stable racial integration within tq~ Vill~ije. 
'!'" l ... i:. 
I ~l 
'i: 
Length of Residency and Views of the CollJTlunity ~' 
A number of crosstabulations of the ~ew. <!nil .1ong-"tem11 resi<fent sur-· 
veys were completed. Comparisons were made between racial groups, income 
groups, housing tenure (renters and owpe·r~ ~ and, for .the 1 ong-tent) residents, 
• l 
length of residency. On 1y the 1 ength of' residency crass tabulations ·pro-
·. 
duced any statisticqlly significant difference~. ., 
•; 
The 91 long-term residents include persons w~o h~ve lived in Park 
Forest for only two or three years and per~ons whp hav~ lived in Park Forest 
for 30 years or more. In order to test for any differences in satisfaction 
with the community, interracial living, ~nd th~ lM Progrpm, the long-term 
residents were divided into three equal groups: those who have res.ided in 
Park Forest for two to six years.(n=30); for seven to 14 years (n=30); and 
15 or more years (n=31). Table IV-12 presents the questions for which a 
s.ignificant difference. appears between lengt~ of re$idency groups ·using a 
'\\· 
chi square test of·significance. These statistics are not only individually 
s,i gni fi.cant, they amount to an overall picture showing that more senior re-
sidents are less satisfied with recent changes in the community, especially 
related to racial proportions and school quality. A• similar pattern appears 
for other questions in the survey; however, the differences between the 
length of residence groups.was not statistically significant. 
The first item in Table IV-12 shows that significantly more respondents 
residing in Park Forest for 15 years or more feel Park Forest has declined 
in overall quality over the last five years. A higher proportion of these 
respondents .also feel the number of black families has been on the· increas1! 
over the last five years. The third item shows that sigpificantly more 
111 
r1" ·~'l;l·r~ '! l11rt· Jr.Jr"'""•'#·-··· 'Ii, "' ... ~r""'~ .. ~~.,~ 
! 
, .. I , " 
t'l!s idents of 15 years or more wi 11 reqss1;is~:'tliei"r>:·c1~c'i s·\'6r\ to 'rema i ri in 
Park Forest if the black population r~ap~~? l ~ · perg·ent or Z5 percent.' 
! I 1 ' t [ I.•) ' ' -, i 
Finally, more of the resident respond~p~s. qf l~ Y.~:ar,s and over are dis~ " 
l I , , : 1 , • 
satisfied with public school quality'. Qn the' qtaer. h?fld, a larger propor-
' ' ' 
tion of the 15 year and over residents 'c1aim to know about Park forest's 
contracts with the South Suburban Housing Qenter regarding integration 
maintenance, and a smaller proportion•of them want additional information 
,• 
about the SSHC or the Park Forest IM Program. 
.i 
., 
While these differences between groµps by l~ngth of resiqence are 
. '• ,), 
significant, they should not be missinterpretepi This pattern does not 
indicate that all the senior residents ~i~~:.~1nha~~(.; and on t~e verge of moving. 
The critical third question in Table IV-
1
12;·on tti:i;,percerit tilack population 
• , , (, I, 
that would affect residents decision to, rema'in, :does show more o~ the senior 
' 
residents will move at a low percent black popu·lafion, but only one-fourth 
I 
of this group is so inclined. A more important 1tatistic from that same 
question is that 40 percent of the two to six y~~r residents~ 46.7 percent 
\ I 
, ' .I· 
of the seven to 14 year resident, ancj 41·9 'jlerc~nt of the residents living 
in Park Forest for 15 years or longer, sa~d uti·~~ it did not matter how high 
I ~ ' ~• 'J. 
the percent black went, it would not ,.~ffect th~·~·r decision about remaining 
-,, ' 
in .Park Forest. Thus, the most impo~t1 '.11,nt ·i,i!Jd~·~g in tjlis section, as with \_ l ~ 
\'fl. • le 
all 'other findings in this evaluatimi; is the oroad base of tolerance for 
. , ' 
. ~· 
" racial integration among residen1;!i,no matter h~w long they have resided in 
• 
Park Forest. 
" 
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Graduate College 
HOUSING RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
1204 West Nevada Slr1·ct 
Urbana, lllinoii. 61801 
(217) JJJ.7330 
This survey is part of an evaluation of the Integration Maintenance 
Program in Park Forest, Illinois. One part of this evaluation is to 
compare Park Forest's activities with the activities of fifteen other 
municipalities with integration programs located in similar suburban· 
settings and with similar housing characteristics. Your municipality 
was chosen as one of the fifteen. 
The questions are fairly detailed to facilitate explicit comparisons 
with Park Forest; therefore, it is important that you give us an 
answer to all questions. However, we do NOT expect you to research 
specific answers. Your BEST GUESS as administrator of the program 
will be sufficient. The----aiiSwers will be held in strictest confidence; 
only group statistics will be generated for reporting purposes, and 
those statistics will be forwarded to you upon completion of the study. 
Two blank copies of the questionnaire are attached. Please fill in 
one to the best of your ability during this conference and return it 
to us. Mark those questions that will require further thought or 
reference to documents at home on the second questionnaire. When you 
return the questionnaire with completed responses, we will make a date 
when we may call and complete the remairing questions. 
Should you have any questions we will be available throughout the 
conference. In addition, we will have a table at the Thursday night 
"Open Market Exchange" specifically to help you fill out this question-
naire. Please try to return the completed questionnaire during that 
time. After the conference, we will be available at the following 
address: 
Leonard F. Heumann 
James L. Rose 
Hildy L. Kingma 
Housing Research and Development 
1204 West Nevada 
Urbana, Illinois 61801 
( 217) 333-7330 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
10/80 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
Groduote College 
HOUSING RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
October 7, 1980 
1704 We~! Nevada Str'-'ct 
Urbano, lllinoi~ 61801 
(217) 333.7330 
Recently the Housing Research and Development Program staff attended the 
4th Annual Exchange Congress in Oak Park, Illinois. Our major goal at 
the Congress was to distribute a survey questionnaire to those persons 
·Who were involved with integration programs for their municipality. We 
were able to contact representatives from twelve communities who are now 
in the process of completing the questionnaire. 
We are also very interested in having your community included in our sample. 
The cover letter and questionnaire distributed at the Congress are enclosed. 
Would you please take the time to fill out the questionnaire and return one 
copy to us in the self-addressed envelope. Results of this survey will ~ 
sent to you upon completion of our research project. 
Also, someone from our staff will be contacting you by phone in the next few 
weeks to answer any questions you may have regarding the survey and to deter-
mine the progress you are making toward completing the questionnaire. 
Thank you~ery much for participating in our study! 
~ __./· J.~~~ 
Leonard F. Heumann, Associate Professor 
Housing Research and Development Program 
and in Urban and Regional Planning 
LH:JR:at 
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HOUSING RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS AT URBANA-CHAMPAIGN 
Questionnaire on Municipal Integration Programs 
October, 1980 
The attached questionnaire deals with local government partici-
pation in programs which seek to create stable racially diversified 
communities. The four divisions of the questionnaire each dea1 
with related aspects of your municipality's _involvement in integra-
tion programs. We are interested in the demographics of your 
community,. the administration of your integration program, the 
operation of housing center(s) and the characteristics of your 
housing market. 
The questionnaire uses the term ''integration program" quite exten-
sively. Please understand that by this term we mean any of the 
following: 
Integration Maintenance - the use of educational, service, legal, 
counseling, advertising, and auditing programs to encourage the 
continuance of integration in the community. 
Integration Management - the use of programs intended to assure 
the continuance of integration, including efforts to manage racial 
composition of a community. 
Affirmative Marketing - a special effort to attract to a develop-
ment or a community members of racial and ethnic groups which would 
not ordinarily be expected to be attracted through the normal 
mechanisms of the commercial market. 
Stabilization Programs - action to achieve a racially diverse 
community without e~ploitation by the real estate industry, business 
interest, financial institutions, or local government. Any other 
programs designed to create a unitary housing market in which 
members of all races and· groups receive the same services and 
actually compete on equal terms. 
Please complete the questionnaire as fully as possible before you 
leave the conference. Remember, it is not necessary to do a~y 
extensive research - your BEST GUESS is sufficient. We will ·be at 
the "Open Market Exchange"onThursday night to answer any questions 
and to receive completed questionnaires. 
Leonard F. Heumann 
James L. Rose 
Hildy L. Kingma 
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DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS (municipal statistics unless otherwise indicated) 
l. Population estimate: 
2. Racial composition: 
-------
Year %1l~hite % Black 
1965 
1970 
1975 
l 976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
as of 19 
% Other Minority 
3. Within your metropolitan sub-regional housing market, list the 
municipalities that are predominantly white, predominantly black/ 
other minority, or interracial. 
Predominantly White (less than 1% black/other minority) 
2. 
Predominantly Black/Other Minority (more than 40% black/other minority) 
Interracial 
Next to each municipality you listed as either interracial or 
predominantly black, could you indicate with a 0 those communities 
going through rapid transition from white to black and with an~. 
those communities with integration maintenance programs. 
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4 . 
5. 
6. 
7 . 
8. 
9. 
l 0. 
11 . 
3 . 
Median. household income: $ as of l 9 
Range of single-family housing prices. $ to $ 
Range of apartment rents. $ to $ 
Range of condominium prices. $ to $ 
Range of cooperative housing 
monthly assessments. $ to $ 
What is the total number of housing units in your municipality? 
units 
What is the distribution of owner and renter occupied housing in y,aur 
community? 
% Renter occupied % Owner occupied? 
-----
-----
What is the distribution of housing type by tenure in your community? 
Owner 
Single-family 
Condominium 
_____ % 
Renter 
S.ingl e-family 
(Includes Condominiums, 
mobile homes) 
-----
% 
Cooperative 
_____ % 
% Multi-family apartments % 
-----
-----
Mobile Home % 
-----
Other % 
-----
What percent of the total rental units in your municipality are sub-
sidized or have subsidized families or elderly living in them? 
% subsidized rental units 
-----
What percentage of your residents are employed? 
Within your municipality 
Within your housing market sub-region 
but outside your municipality 
Outside yo~r housing market sub-region 
% 
-----
_____ % 
_____ % 
What are the predominant types of employment (e.g . ., industrial, commercial, 
government, university, farming, etc.) for those residents who work in 
your municipality? 
(rank by labor force size) 
ls t 
2nd ' ! 
3rd 
4th 
1 2 . 
13. 
14. 
1 5. 
4 . 
How many separate school districts exist within your municipality? 
Elementary/Junior High 
High School 
What is the percentage of pupils attending these school districts who 
reside in your municipality? 
Elementary/Junior High 
High School 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
What is the distribution of pupils in your school district(s) who 
the following: 
Elementary/ 
attend I 
Junior High High School 
Public School % ------ ______ % 
Private/Parochial School % ______ % 
What is the racial composition of the school age children in your 
municipality and the total school district racial composition, if 
different? 
% White 
% Black 
% Other Minority 
% White 
% Black 
% Other Minority 
Municipality 
Elementary/ 
Junior High High School 
School District 
Elementary/ 
Junior High High School 
I 
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5. 
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 
In this section we would like to know about the various integration activities 
I in your community that may be under municipal control ·and/or financially supported by your municipality. Some of these activities will be totally 
conducted by municipal staff, others will be carried out by voluntary groups 
I or committees and some activities may be contracted or subcontracted out to non-profit or for-profit agencies in your area. 
I 
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I 
Which of the following program activities are implemented in your municipality/ 
region; what organization is responsible for carrying out the activity; and 
what is the funding source for the activities? First, we would like you to 
fill out a table which matches program activities with the organization which 
implements/carries out th~ 'activities. Please use the following symbols when 
filling in the line for each activity. 
1 = Organization has minor role in implementing activity, 
2 = Organization has major role in implementing activity. 
3 = Organization implements entire activity. 
Leave blank if organization has no role in activity. 
Second, we would like you to fill out another table (#17) which is similar to 
the first, but matches program activities to the funding sources which are used 
to finance the various activities. Again, please use the following symbols 
when filling out the line for each activity: 
1 = Minor funding source for activity. 
2 = Major funding source for activity. 
3 = Funding source finances entire activity. 
Leave blank if funding source finances no part of the activity. 
Implementing 
Organization 
16. Pronram/Act ivities 
A. Public Relations: l 
1. Education - real estate and lending institutions 
2. Education - in surrounding co1T111unities 
3. Education - 1 ocal residents 
4. Education 
- municipal agencies/departments 
5. Education - s tu den ts/schoo 1 officials 
6. Education - other activities (specify) 
7. Advertising - media presentations 
8. Advertising - brochures 
9. Advertising - special events 
10. Guest presentations 
11. Advertising - other activities (specify) 
B. Legal: 
1. Developing fair housing ordinance 
2. Litigation - real estate brokers/financi.al 
institutions/federal government 
3. Other activities (specify) 
c. Housing Counseling: 
1. Home purchase 
2. Rental 
3. Tenants/landlord relations 
4. Home seller 
5. Home maintenance 
6. Rehabilitation 
7. Home financing/mortgage default 
8. Section 8/subsidized housing 
9. Other counseling activites (specify) 
o. Evaluation/Monitoring: 
1. Real estate broker audit 
2. Rental agent audit 
3. Lender audit 
4. Builder/contractor audit 
5. Monitoring the real estate market 
6. Other activities (specify) 
E. Planning: 
1. Sign regulation 
2. Reoccupancy inspection 
3. Oevelop~ng programs/strategies 
4. Property value upkeep 
5. Other activities (specify) 
F. Corrmercial Devel opment/Revi ta 1 i za ti on 
G. School Desegregation: 
1. Realionino school boundaries 
2. Developing school/corrrnunity relations 
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17. 
/ 
Funding 
Source 
Proaram/Activities 
A. Public Relations: I 
1. Education - real estate and lending institutions 
2. Education - in surrounding corrmunities 
3. Education - local residents 
4. Education - municipal agencies/departments 
5. Education - students/school officials 
6. Education - other activities (specify) 
7. Advertising - media presentations 
8. Advertising 
-
brochures 
9. Advertising - special events 
10. Guest presentations 
11. Advertising - other activities {specify) 
B. Legal: 
1. Developing fair housing ordinance 
2. Litigation - real estate brokers/financial 
institutions/federal government 
3. Other activities (specify) 
c. Hou~ing Counseling: 
1. Home purchase . 
2. Rental 
3. Tenants/landlord relations 
4. Home seller 
5. Home maintenance 
6. Rehabilitation 
7. Home financing/mortgage default 
8. Section 8/subsidized housing 
9. Other counseling activites {specify) 
0. Evaluation/Monitoring: 
1. Real estate broker audit 
2. Rental agent audit 
3. Lender audit 
4. Builder/contractor audit 
5. Monitoring the real estate market 
6. Other activities (specify) 
E. Planning: 
I. Sign regulation 
2. Reoccupancy inspection 
3. Developing programs/strategies 
4. Property value upkeep 
5. Other acti vi ti es (specify) 
F. Corrmerci a 1 Development1Kev1ta11zat1on 
G. School Desegregation: 
!. Realigning school boundaries 
2. Developing schoo1/col111lunity relations 
Ot: 
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18. 
1 9. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
8. 
What is the title of the person in charge of the integration program in 
your municipality? 
Is the person in charge of the program responsible for· housing integratiol 
only or all aspects of community integratjon: (housing, fair employment, 
community relations, etc.) 
Housing only Housing and other integration 
activities 
What is the 
istrator in 
officials? 
line of responsibility or chain of command from the admin-
charge of the integration program to the elected municipal 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
List all the municipal professional staff who are responsible for 
implementation in your community. 
prograJ 
Title Role in Integration 
Program 
% of time assigned to 
integration program 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
Approximately how many non-profes·sional full time equivalent (FTE) staff. 
are needed to support your programs. 
Does your municipal program use volunteer 
or implement integration activities. 
Yes No 
If yes, please complete the following. 
I groups or committees to support 
I 
Committee or Group Name Activity/Roles 
Number of I 
Persons 1 
I 
I 
I 
124. continued 
I 
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25. 
26. 
127. 
I 28. 
I 
l 29. 
I 
I 
What are the budget amou·nts 
program/activities by your 
the total municipal budget 
allocated to administer your integration 
municipality over the past six years and 
for those years. 
Year Program Budget Total Municipal Budget 
1975 $ $ 
1976 $ $ 
1977 $ $ 
1978 $ $ 
1979 $ $ 
lg8o $ $ 
In a typical year, what funding sources contributed to the integration 
program budget in your municipality (check appropriate boxes). 
L9cally generated revenue 
State funds 
County contributions 
General revenue sharing 
County CDBG/Muni ci pal CDBG 
Other federal funds 
Grants, donations, etc. 
How many y,e.ar.s has your integration program been a municipal budget 
line item? 
years 
Has your municipality or some outside agency ever audited or evaluated 
the performance of your integration pr.og.ram activities? 
Yes No 
If yes, what year(s)? 
9. 
30. Where is the staff for your integration program located or housed 
in your municipality? 
In ~~~~~or outside the Village Hall, City Hall, 
Municipal Building 
10. 
Is the location of your integration program staff the most advantageous 
for administering your program? 
Yes No 
HOUSING CENTERS 
Some municipalities contract out part or all of their integration program 
activities to non-profit organizations such as sub-regional housing centers 
or metropolitan-wide fair housing councils. We now would like to ask you a 
few questions which deal with you~ knowledge about the housing centers(s) 
or council(s) which may operate in your area. 
31. Does your municipality financially support the operation of any fair 
housing center(s)? 
Yes No 
32. Does your municipality have its own housing center at this time? 
Yes No 
33. How much of your municipal integration program budget for each of the 
past five years was ~llocated for contracting the services of a housing 
center(s} and what activities were funded? 
Prooram/Activitv 
Public Relations 
Leo al Services 
Auditino 
Plannina 
Monitoring Market 
Chanaes 
Other (specify} 
1976 
Approximate Contract Cost 
By Year 
1977 1978 1979 1980 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
134. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
11. 
List the fair housing centers or housing councils or similar non-profit 
groups/agencies which serve your community. Also indicate the population 
served by the agencies. 
Agency Name Population of Service Area 
I HOUSING MARKET 
35. What is the approximate total population of the communities which share 
market in which your municipality is located? I 
136. 
I 
137. 
138. 
I 
I 
I 
the housing 
~~~~~~~~~~~Total Population 
Does the r~gion in which your municipality is located have a fair share 
housing allocation plan? 
Yes No 
If a fair share plan exists, has it had any substantial impact on 
(1) the distribution of new low and moderate income housing in your 
area Yes or No or (2) the dispersal of minority 
households ln your area---res~- No 
While an interracial community shares a sub-regional housing market 
with other municipalities based on location, housing type and values 
schools etc., the very existence of an integration program may make 
the community a unique housing submarket. 
Do you feel that your municipality attracts new buyers and renters 
solely on the basis of your integration program? 
Yes No 
I MISCELLANEOUS QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS 
139. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
Check appropriate response. 
It is an essential part of any municipal integration stabilization 
program to encourage surrounding municipalities, which share the 
housing market, develop and implement complimentary programs. 
strongly agree 
agree 
disgaree 
strongly disagree 
' 
40. 
41. 
Would you please comment on your response. 
Is your municipality involved in any litigation where a party is 
challenging the legality or constitutionality of some aspect of your 
integration program? 
Yes No 
If yes, could you briefly describe that litigation. 
How has the adoption of an integration program in your municipality 
affected the variety and delivery of social services in your 
community? 
12·1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
•• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
Any comments you feel are important concerning issues raised in this 
survey are most welcome. Also if you have any suggestions concerning 
the questionnaire feel free to let us know about them. Finally we 
would like some brief personal information from you so that we can 
contact you to obtain the information necessary to complete the 
questionnnaire. Thank you again for your cooperation and interest 
in our project. 
Name 
Title 
Address 
Phone No. ( __ ) 
13. 
I ., 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1• 
11/80 Quest. ID #------==-
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 
Housing Research and Development Program 
Integration Maintenance Program Evaluation 
NEW RESIDENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
I. How long have you lived in Park Forest? 
--------------'months 4-5 
If more than 12 months, terminate interview. 
2. Where did you live before moving to Park Forest? _______________ 6/ 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
:1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
3. 
4a. 
b. 
5. 
2 
What type of housing did you live in before moving to Park Forest ... I 
a single family home, 1 
a rental apartment, 2 
a condominium, 3 
a cooperative, or 4 
something else? (Specify) 5 
What communities other than Park Forest did you consider when you began your 
housing search? (If none skip to Q. 5) 
9_10 
11-12 
13~14 
15-16 
In which of these communities did you actually look at houses or apartments 
before settling on your present housing in Park Forest? 
25-26 
27-28 
29--30 
31-32 
Did you locate the housing unit you now occupy in Park Forest through .... 
(circie aii responses) 
a real estate broker/salesperson, 1 
a friend or relative, 2 
a private party, 3 
a newspaper or other advertisement, 4 
the help of a Housing Center/Housing 
Counc i 1, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 
a personal search, or (driving through 
the ViHage) • . . • 6 
some other way? (Specify) . . . . . . . 7 
• 
8 
l 7_18 
19-20 
21--22 
23-24 
33-34 
35-36 
37-38 
39-40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
I -. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
6a. 
b. 
7. 
8. 
-3-
How important were the following considerations in choosing Park Forest as a 
place to live? . 
( l ) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
better job opportunities 
in Park Forest? 
better jobs near Park 
Forest? . -.-... 
a community with better 
schools? . . . 
a corrrnunity with more ways 
to have fun---with more 
shops, restaurants, and 
cultural facilities . 
a community with less crime 
a conmunity with more friendly 
small-town atmosphere 
Very 
important 
l 
l 
l 
l 
l 
1 
(7) a conmunity with less pollution 
and traffic congestion. 1 
1 
1 
(8) better housing. 
(9) housing that is affordable. 
(10) a community that is 
integrated •.... 1 
Somewha·t 
important 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
Not very 
important 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
Not at a 11 
important 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
Which one consideration was the most important in your decision to move to 
Park Forest? # 
~~~~~~~~~~-
Do you currently live in . 
Do you 
a single family house, 1 
a condominium, 2 
a rental apartment, (Skip to Q. 9). 3 
a cooperative, or (S;<ip to Q. 9) 4 
something else? (Speai.fy, Skip to Q. 9) 5 
own (Skip to Q. ZO) 
rent? . . 
1 
2 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58-59 
60 
61 
I ., 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
9. 
lOa. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
lla. 
b. 
-4-
Do you have any plans to buy a house or condominium in Park Forest in the future? 
yes 
no 
don't know 
1 
2 
8. 
Besides yourself, how many other persons live in this household? 
(If appropriate) 
What is their relationship to you? (i.e., spouse, housemate, ahiZdren, 
other relative) 
(If appropriate) Are any of the children under 18 year~ of age? 
yes • . . • . . . . 
no (Skip to Q. 11). 
.1 
.2 
Do(es) the child(renJ attend public, private, or parochial schools? (CiraZe aZZ that appZyJ 
public .. 
private . 
parochial 
.1 
.2 
.3 
In what year were you born? _____________ _ 
What is the highest grade or year in elementary·school, high school. or college 
you comp 1 eted? 
None . D 
Elementary .01 02 03 04 05 05 07 08 
High School 
College 
Some graduate school 
. 09 10 11 12 
.13 14 15 16 
17 
Graduate or professional degree. 18 
62 
63-64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73-74 
75-76 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
c. 
d. 
12a. 
b. 
c. 
Are you currently . . . 
employed full time,. 
employed part time,. 
temporarily out of work, 
retired, . 
-5-
2 
3 
4 
not usually employed,or (Skip to Q. 12) 5 
keeping house/homemaker? (Skip to Q.1 2) 6 
other (Specify) (Skip to Q. 1 2) • . . • . 7 
What is your main occupation or job title? 
77 
78-79 
soft 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--------1-3DUP 
(If appropriate} In what year was your spouse born? __________ _ 
What is the highest grade or year in elementary school, high school, or college 
your spouse completed? 
None . . . . 0 
Elementary .01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 
High School 
College 
.09 l 0 11 12 
.13 14 15 16 
Some graduate school 17 
Graduate or professional degree. 18 
Is your spouse currently .. 
employed fuJl time, l 
employed part time, 2 
temporarily out of work,. 3 
retired,. . . . . . . . . 4 
not usually employed, or(Skip to·Q.13) 5 
keeping house/homemaker?(skip to Q.13). 6 
other (Specify) (Skip to Q.13) . . • . 7 
4-5 
6-7 
8 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-6-
d. What is your spouse's main occupation or job title? 
• 13. In 1979, was the approximate annual income from employment and from all other 
sources for all members of your household before taxes .. . (Repeat until yes) 
less than $8,000? YES 01 
less than $10,000? YES . 02 
l es.s than $15,000? YES . 03 
less than $20,000? YE:S • 04 
less than $25,000? YES . 05 
less than $30,000? YES . 06 
less than $40,000 YES , . 07 
less than $50,000 VES . 08 
over $50,000? YES . 09 
don't know . . . . . . . .98 
refused . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 99 
14. How much influence do you think people like you have over the local government 
in Park Forest? Would you say .... 
a great deal, . l 
a moderate amount, 2 
a little, or 3 
none at all? 4 
don ' t know . 8 
15. Park Forest is a mixed Community, including blacks and other minorities. 
Approximately what percent of the population do.you think is black? Do 
you think it is" ... 
(Repeat until No) 
more than l 0% NO l 
more than 20% NO 2 
more than 30% Nel 3 
YES 4 
don 't know . . 8 
9-J.D 
11-12 
13 
14 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
[I 
-7-
16. Do you approve or disapprove of the racial desegregation that has occurred in 
Park Forest schools? 
approve . . l 1 s 
disapprove. 
aX'en't desegregated 
don't know . .... 
2 
3 
8 
17. Do you think, in the next 5 years, the number of blacks in Park Forest will ... 
increase, ... l 
decrease,(Skip to Q.IB) 2 
or remain the same? (Skip to Q.XB) 3 
don't know (Skip to Q.IB) 
b. Do you think the number of blacks will increase by 
a lot 
some 
a few? 
8 
1 
2 
3 
18. Do you think that the surrounding communities near Park Forest will ... 
change in racial composition at the same 
rate as Park Forest 1 
change more slowly 
change more rapidly 
don't know .... - . 
19 . What is your racial background? Are you 
White •. 
Black,. 
Asian , . 
Hispanic, or. 
.2 
.3 
.8 
.1 
2 
3 
4 
something else? ___________ 5 
16 
17 
18 
19 
2Cl. Would you favor or oppose ·(a/another) black family purchasing a homP. on your block? 
favor . 
oppose 
don't know. 
1 
2 
8 
20 
I~ 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-8-
2la. Do yourchildren attend a school where (other) black children also attend? 
yes . . . . 1 
no (Skip to Q. 2::J 2 
no school age children (Skip to Q. 22). 3 
b. About what percent of the school population would you say are black? Would 
it be ... (Repeat untiZ No) 
more than 10% NO 1 
more than 20% NO 2 
more than 30% NO 3 
YES (Skip to Q.22) 4 
don't know. . . ... . . . . . . 8 
c. to a school where . . . 
21 
22 
Would you have any objections to sending your children 
YES NO DON'T XNOfi 
(1) 30% of the children are 
black? . . . . . . . 1 (Skip to 2 
Q. 22) 
( 2) more than half of the children 
are black . . . . . . 1 2 
22.a. Are there any (other) black families living close to your home? 
yes . . . . . . . 
no (Skip to Q.23) 
b. How many blocks or courts away? 
on this block or court 
1-3 blocks or courts away 
more than 3 blocks or courts away 
1 
2 
1 
2 
3 
8 
8 
23. Would it affect your decision to remain in Park Forest if the Village were to 
have (Repeat untiZ Yes) 
15% black families? YES 1 
25% black families? YES 2 
35% black families YES 
. 3 
50% black families YES 4 
NO 5 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I . 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-9-
Statement 
The Village of Park Forest administers an Integration Maintenance Program designed 
to maintain stable racial integration in the community. 
24. Did you know that such a program exists? 
yes . 
no (Skip to Q,26) 
1 
2 
25. Do you understand how and why the program is administered by the Village of 
Park Forest? 
yes 
no 
1 
2 
2~. Do you believe that a program designed to maintain stable racial integration 
is a valid function for local government to pursue? 
yes 1 
no 2 
27. Would you like to have more information about the Integration Maintenance 
Program in Park Forest? 
yes 
no 
. (Read statement below) 
. 1 
2 
28 
29 
30 
31 
(This info:rmation about the Integration Maintenance Program aannot be sent to you 
beaause of the aonfidentiality of the BUI'Vey, but it aan be obtained at the Village 
HaH Offiae of the Assistant City Manager for Cormrunity Relations.) 
28a. Are you aware that the Village of Park Forest contributes funds to a 
regional fair housing center which is working to achieve open housing and 
stable racial integration throughout the south suburban area of Chicago? 
yes 
no 
1 
2 
b. Did you know what the activities of this housing center are? 
yes 
no •. 
1 
2 
c. Do you want more information on the activities of the South Suburban 
Housing Center? 
yes (Read statement below) . 1 
no . . . • 2 
(Tt;.;_:; information about the South Suburban Housing Center aannot be sent to you 
because of the aonfidentiality of the survey, but it aan be obtained at the 
;·:::c_7e HaU Offiae of the Assistant City Manager for Community Relations.) 
32 
33 
34 
I ...... .. . 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
29. 
30. 
-lOc 
Do you approve or disapprove of Park Forest contributing funds to such a 
regional housing center? 
approve . 
disapprove 
don't know 
1 
2 
8 
Do you feel a regional housing center is necessary to achieve and maintain 
stable racial integration in Park Forest? 
approve • 
disapprove 
don't know 
1 
2 
8 
35 
36 
31-79BK 
80/2 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
11/80 Quest.ID#~ 
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 
Housing Research and Development Program 
Integration Maintenance Program Evaluation 
RESIDENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
1. How long have you lived in Park Forest? 
----~ 
(If less than J year , te:rrninate interview.) 
ears 4-5 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I I 1, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
• 
-2-
2. Do you think in the past 5 years (or length of residency if less), Fftrk Forest 
has become. . . 
a better place to live, . 
not as good a place to live, or 
stayed the same? 
1 
2 
3 
3. Do you think in the next 5 years, Park Forest wiJl become. 
a better place to live, .. 
not as good a place to live, or 
will stay the same? 
1 
2 
3 
4. Thinking about all the characteristics of Park Forest, do you think it is 
a very good place to live,. 
a good place to live, 
a poor place to live, or 
a very poor place to live?. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5a. What 3 things do you like most about living in Park Forest? 
in order of preference. 
Please list them 
(1 ) _____________________ _ 
(2) ____________________ _ 
(3) _____________________ _ 
6 
7 
8 
11-12 
13-14 
b. What 3 things do you like least about living in Park Forest? Again, please list 
them in order of preference. 
(l) _____________________ _ 1~16 
(2) _____________________ _ 17-18 
(3) _____________________ _ 19-20 
I 
I 
I 
I 
11 
11 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
11 
II 
I 
I 
I 
II 
1• 
---------- - ----- --
-3-
6. Would you say this is a conmunity ... 
where everyone is basically alike, -0r ..... 1 
where there are many different types of people? 2 
7. Which do you feel is the best type of community to live in 
where everyone is basically a 1 i ke, or . . . . . 1 
where there are many different types of people? 2 
8. Would you say that the people who live in Park Forest are .. 
good neighbors, ..... . 
neither good nor bad neighbors, or 
bad neighbors? 
don't know .• 
1 
2 
3 
8 
9a. What do you think are the most important problems in Park Forest today? Please 
list them in order of importance. 
21 
22 
23 
(3) ____________________________ ~28-29 
b. How much does (problem #1) bother you personally? Would you say • . . 
very much, 1 30 
somewhat, 2 
not very much, or. 3 
not at all?. 4 
10. Would you say it is safe or unsafe to walk in Park Forest at night, after 
10 pm? 
safe . 1 31 
unsafe 2 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
11. 
12. 
13. 
-4-
Please tell me whether you are very satisfied, satisfied, dissatisfied, or 
very dissatisfied with each of the following public services in Park Forest. 
~n Very 
satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied dissatisfied 
a. the upkeep of streets and 
roads? (Are you) .. 
b. the quality of the public 
schools? (Are you) 
c. garbage collection? 
d. the parks and playgrounds? 
e. local government?. 
f. police protection? 
g. the relations between the po-
lice and the people of Park 
Forest? . . . . . 
h. shopping for groceries and 
household needs? 
i. public transportation to and 
from Park Forest? .. 
l 
l 
l 
l 
l 
l 
l 
l 
l 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
How much influence do you think people like you have 
in Park Forest? Would you say 
a great deal, . l 
a moderate amount, 2 
a little, or. 3 
none at all?. 4 
don't know. 8 
Overall, would you say the housing in Park Forest is 
very well, l 
fairly well,. 2 
not very well, or 3 
not well at all?. 4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
over the 
kept up 
local 
. . 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
government 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
I 
8 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
14. 
15. 
b. 
16. 
-5-
Do you feel that the real estate values on homes and apartments in Park Forest 
have been keeping up with adjacent South Suburban communities? 
yes 
no 
don't know 
1 
2 
8 
43 
How important were the following considerations in choosing Park Forest as a place 
to 1 ive? 
(1) better job opportunities 
in Park Forest? . . 
(2) better jobs near Park 
Forest? . . -. -. . . 
(3) a conmunity with better 
schools? ..... 
(4) a conmunity with more ways 
to have fun---with more 
shops, restaurants, and 
cul tura 1 faci 1 i ti es • 
(5) a conmunity with less crime .. 
(6) a corrmunity with more friendly 
small-town atmosphere .... 
(7) a conmunity with less pollu-
tion and traffic congestion. 
(8) better housing . 
(9) housing that is affordable 
(10) a corrmunity that is 
integrated . . . 
Very 
important 
l 
1 
1 
1 
l 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
Somewhat Not very Not at all 
important important important 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
Which one consideration was the most important for choosing Park Forest as a place 
to live? # 
------
Do you currently live in . 
a single family house, 
a condominium, .. 
a rental apartment (Skip to Q. 18) 
a cooperative, or (skip to Q. 18) 
1 
2 
3 
4 
something else? (specify} (skip to Q. 18) 5 
54-55 
56 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1• 
I 
I 
I 
,. 
I 
17. Do you . . 
own (skip to Q. 19) 
rent? . . 
-6-
l 
2 
57 
18. Do you have any plans to buy a house or condominium in Park Forest in the future? 
yes 
no 
don't; know 
19. Did you find your house or apartment through 
a real estate broker, 
private party, . . . 
employer referral,. 
a housing center/fair housing 
counc i1 , or . 
some other way? (specify) 
IF CURRENTLY RENTING, SKIP TO Q. 21. 
l 
2 
8 
l 
2 
3 
4 
5 
(Circle all that apply) 
20a. In the past year, have any real estate brokers or salesmen contacted you to 
find out if you wanted to sell your home? 
yes 
no (skip to Q. 21) 
b. Was this contact by . 
l 
2 
c. 
d. 
telephone, 
mail, or . 
a personal visit? 
l 
2 
3 
Did the salesperson/broker identify himself or herself and their company? 
yes 
no 
l 
2 
Did the salesperson or broker indicate, in any way, that there might be an 
significant racial change in Park Forest in the near future? 
yes 
no 
l 
2 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
•• 
•• 
' I
21. 
-7-
Park Forest is a mixed community including blacks and 
Approximately, what percent of the population do you 
Do you think it is . (Repeat until No) 
more than 10% NO 
more than 20% NO 
more than 30% NO 
YES 
don't know. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
8 
other minorities. 
think is black? 
22. Do you approve or disapprove of the racial desegregation that has occurred 
in Park Forest's schools? 
approve 1 
disapprove. 2 
a:t'en't desegregated. 3 
don't know 8 
23a. In the past 5 years, do you feel the number of blacks in Park Forest has . 
increased, (skip to Q. 24) 1 
decreased, or 2 
stayed the same? (Skip to Q. 24). 3 
don't know (Skip to Q. 24) . . . . 8 
b. Do you think the number of blacks has decreased by • . 
a lot, . 1 
some, or 2 
a few? . 3 
24a. Do you think in the next 5 years, the number of blacks in Park Forest will 
increase, . . . l 
decrease, (skip to Q. 25). 2 
or remain the same? (Skip to Q . 25) 3 
don't know (Skip to Q. 25) 8 
70 
71 
. . 
72 
73 
. . 
74 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
~ 
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b. Do you think the ntJTiber of blacks will increase by . 
a lot, • 
some, or 
a few? . 
l 
2 
3 
25. Do you think that the surrounding convnunities near Park Forest will ... 
change 'in racial composition at the same 
rate as Park Forest . 
change more slowly, or 
change more rapidly? 
don't know . • . . . 
26. What is your racial background? Are you 
White, 
Black, 
Asian, 
Hispanic, or 
something else? ------------
1 
2 
3 
8 
l 
2 
3 
4 
5 
75 
76 
77. 
27. Would you favor or oppose (a/another) black family purchasing a home on your block? 
favor . l 78 
oppose 
don't know 
2 
8 
28a. Are there any (other) black families living close to your home? 
yes . . . . . . . . 
no (skip to Q. 30). 
b. How many blocks or courts away? 
on this block or court 
1 
2 
1 
1-3 blocks or courts away. 2 
more than 3 blocks or courts 3 
79 
80/ I 
I-3/DUP 
4 
'1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
' I
., .. 
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29. Wou1d it affect your decision to remain in Park Forest if the Vil1age were to have. 
(Repeat until YES) 
15% black families? YES 1 5 
25% black families? YES 2 
35% black families? YES 3 
50% black families? YES 4 
NO 5 
30a. Besides yourself, how many other persons currently live in this household? 
# _______ _ 
b. (If appropriate) What is their relationship to you? (i.e., spouse, housemate, 
ahildren, other relative) 
c. (If appropriate) Are any of the children under 18 years of age? 
yes .. 
no (Skip to Q. 32) 
d. Do(es) the chil d(ren) attend public, 
(Circle all that apply) 
public 
private. 
parochial 
1 
. . 2 
private, or parochial 
1 
2 
3 
schools? 
3la. Do yourchildren attend a school where (other) black children also attend? 
yes 
no 
no school age children 
b. About what percent of the school 
it be ... (Repeat until No) 
more than 10% NO 
more than 20% NO 
more than 30% NO 
YES 
don't know . . 
population would you 
l 
2 
3 
say are black. Would 
l 
2 
3 
4 
5 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
c. 
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Would you have any objections to sending yo·ur children 
YES 
( 1 ) 30% of the children are 
to a school where ... 
NO L'ON '1' K.NC1r/ 
black? . . . . 1 (Skip to 2 8 
Q. S~) 
( 2) more than half of the children 
are black . . .. . . l 2 8 
32a. In what year were you born? __________ _ 
b. What is the highest grade or year in elementary school, high school, or 
college you completed? 
none 
elementary 01 
high school . 
college ... 
. 0 
02 03 04 05 06 07 08 
09 10 11 12 
13 14 15 16 
some graduate school. .17 
graduate or professional degree . .18 
c. Are you currently 
employed full time, ..• 1 
employed part time, . . . 2 
temporarily out of work, 3 
retired, . . . . . . . 4 
not usually employed, or (Skip to Q. 33) 5 
keeping house/homemaker? (Skip to Q.33) 6 
other (Speaify) (Skip to Q. 33) . •.. 7 
d. What is your main occupation or job title? 
33a. (If appropriate) In what year was your spouse born? __________ _ 
b. What is the highest grade or year in elementary school, high school, or 
collegeyjl.UI' spouse completed? 
none . . . . . .0 
elementary 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 
high school. 09 10 11 12 
college. . . . 13 14 15 16 
some graduate school 17 
graduate or professional degree 18 
18 
19 
20--21 
22-23 
24 
2 5---:!6 
27--28 
29-30 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
... -
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c. Is your spouse currently 
employed full time, 
employed part time, 
temporarily out of work,. 
retired, .• . . . . . 
l 
2 
3 
4 
not usually employed, or (Skip to Q. 34) 5 
keeping house/homemaker? (Skip to Q. 3~) 6 
other (Specify) (Skip to Q. 34) . . 7 
d.- What is your spouse's main occupation or job title? 
31 
32-33 
34. In 1979, was the approximate annual income from employment and from all other 
sources for all members of your household before taxes . . . (Repeat until yes) 
less than $8,000? YES 
less than $10,000? YES 
less than $15,000? YES 
less than $20,000? YES 
less than $25,000? YES . 
less than $30,000? YES . 
less than $40 ,000? YES 
less than $50,000? YES 
over $50,000 YES 
don't know 
refused, . 
Statement 
The Village of Park Forest administers an 
designed to maintain stable racial integration 
35. Did you know that such a program exists? 
yes . 
no (Skip to Q. 3?). 
.01 34-35 
.02 
.03 
.04 
D5 
.0 6 
07 
.ns 
09 
98 
99 
Integration Maintenance program 
in the conmunity. 
36 
l 
2 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
36. 
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Do you understand how and why the program is administered by the Village 
of Park Forest? 
yes 
no 
1 
2 
37. Do you believe that a program designed to maintain stable racial integration 
is a valid function for local government to pursue? 
yes 
no 
1 
2 
38. Would you like to have more information about the Integration Maintenance 
Program in Park Forest? 
yes (Read statement below). 1 
:n.o . . . . . • . . . • . • 2 
(This information about the Integration Maintenance Program cannot be sent to you 
because of the confidentiality of the survey, but it can be obtained at the Village 
HaZZ Office of the Assistant City Manager for Community Relations.) 
3ga .. Are you aware that the Village of Park Forest contributes funds to a 
regional fair housing center which is working to achieve open housing and 
stable racial integration throughout the south suburban area of Chicago? 
yes 1 
no 2 
b. Did you know what the activities of this housing center are? 
yes l 
no 2 
c. Do you want more information on the activities of the South Suburban 
Housing Center? 
yes (Read statement below) • l 
no . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
(This information about the South Suburban Housing Center cannot be sent to you 
because of the confidentiality of the survey, but it can be obtained at the 
Village HalZ Office of the Assistant City Manager for Community Relations.) 
40. Do you approve or disapprove of Park Forest contributing funds to such a 
regional housing center? 
approve . 
disapprove. 
don't know 
1 
2 
8 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
41. 
\ 
\ 
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Do you feel a regional housing center is necessary to achieve and maintain 
stable racial integration in Park Forest? 
yes 
no 
don't know 
' 
l 
2 
8 
.. -.-....-____ --- -----
44 
45-79/B 
so/ 2 
